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PROLOGUE 


The system of Sarhkhya is honoured in the ancient Indian 
literature and is considered to be an important system by the 
opponents of Sarhkhya. The other systems have utilised the theories 
of Sarhkhya in the course of their development. The Yuktidipika 
(—YD) serves as a decisive testimony for it. Basically, Sarhkhya 
stands for the highest knowledge attained through intensive delibe- 
ration. It is derived from the word samkhya which is in turn 
derived from sam+ y/khya. It comes to mean number or philoso- 
phical investigation. The system of Samkhya explains the facts 
of experience through enumeration of categories and also culminates 
into the highest knowledge. Inspite of its great antiquity it has 
suffered a lot for the gaps in literary continuity and finally is so 
much overpowered by other systems that no powerful author under- 
took the task of its defence from the onlaught of other systems. 
Its origin is oblivious and the pre-systematised form of it available 
in the references to it in the ancient literature suggests its rich 
tradition. It was considered necessary for all intellectuals and 
thinkers. The other systems with their stress on different speci- 
alised aspects invited the attention of the later thinkers interested 
in particular aspects and the Samkhya giving a general framework 
was reduced to the position of the opponent in the development of 
many doctrines. 

The earliest authentic work on Samkhya available to us is 
the Samkhyakdrikd of I$varakr$na. This text, however, systema- 
tises the theories of Samkhya in such a brief that its import cannot 
be understood without a detailed commentary on it. The Y D is 
the earliest commentary to satisfy this need. The other commen- 
taries like Mafharavrtti \ Gaudapadabhasya , Jayamahgala and the 
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Samkhyacandrika , etc., are very brief and, hence, are not sufficient 
to provide the details required for the understanding of the 
Samkhya system. The Samkhyatattxakaumudi of Vacaspati Mi$ra 
is the only commentary which explains the karikas of ISvarakf$oa 
in detail. The Y D, however, excells over it in many respects. 
Since it was not available for a very long time to the scholars of 
Samkhya, its importance has not been fully realised. 

The Y D adopts a most comprehensive approach to the karikas 
as containing aphoristic statements and justifies it with all possible 
details. It regards the Sdmkhyakarikds as containing all the 
excellences of a complete philosophical text, such as aphorisms, 
means of knowledge, components, completeness, statement of 
uncertainty and decisiveness, brief enunciation, detailed statement, 
succession, naming the objects and advice. It illustrates all these 
elements in the text of the Samkhyakarika. 1 Moreover, its approach 
to the wording of the karikas is quite critical and analytical. It 
suggests amendment in the karikas as in 28th that the reading 
should be tobdadifu instead of originally found rupadisu terming 
the latter as reading adopted through carelessness. In this case, 
it can be rightly termed a varttika. It justifies its another name 
as Rajavarttika. The propriety of such a name will be discussed 
later on. 

Here, the author resorts to the grammatical rules to discuss 
the wording of the karikas. He analyses the problem of compound 
in the expression tadapaghatake . 2 The author gives the etymolo- 
gical meaning of the technical terms to justify their use by l$vara- 
kr$na. The technical terms are used to expound the nature of the 
object denoted. The author of the Y D believes that the technical 
terms were coined by the acaryas after having realised the nature of 
the objects. Thus, the author of the YD explains pradhana as the 
resorting place of all the evolutes (at the time of dissolution) and 


1. YD on Karika I. 

2. Ibid. 
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puru$a as the entity which rests in the body . 8 The later followers of 
these dcdryas use the same terms as these terms were enough to 
serve the purpose of the intended meaning. 

The YD justifies not only the reading of the Samkhyakarika 
but also the contents of the Samkhya system. Such a purpose is 
served in two ways. It is the only text which saves the system of 
Samkhya from the intellectual onslaught at the hands of the other 
systems. The Samkhya system has been severely criticised by the 
other systems. There is no other existing text than the YD which 
undertakes the issue of defending the Samkhya doctrine from such 
a criticism. Secondly, the YD adopts the method of criticising 
the theories of other systems also to justify the position of the 
system of Samkhya. Such a unique approach makes the YD essen- 
tial for the complete understanding of Samkhya. Sometimes the 
text enters into so minute details that it becomes difficult to make 
out the statement of the opponent or of the Samkhya. The YD 
does not leave the topic until it squeezes no more out of it. The 
author spares no argument to justify the tenets of Samkhya. The 
name Yuktidipikd is given with the same background. It is illumi- 
nator of (all possible) reasoning (to justify the system of Idvara- 
krsna). The YD recognises that such a task of refuting the con- 
tention of the opponents was shouldered by the authors of Samkhya 
before I$varakr$na also. The controversy had become so subtle that 
its import could not be grasped easily. 

Tforr n 

Since such a purpose was not carried on by l£varakr$pa or his 
followers, the YD undertakes the continuation of the same intelle- 
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ctual warfare with the other systems. The appellation Yuktidipika 
also suggests the same as the author considers the text as proposing 
to dispel the darkness of the wrong doctrines through the light of 
reasoning by the noble persons of unconfused mind. 4 Thus, as the 
light serves twofold purpose of removing the darkness and revealing 
the objects, the YD also serves twofold purpose of descarding the 
opponent’s stand and of throwing light on the doctrines of Samkhya 
in a true perspective. It may casually be observed that P. B . 
Chakravarti 5 6 thinks that the YD proposes to reply to the hostile 
criticism of the Paramathasaptati of Vasubandhu. Such a restri- 
ction, however, ignores the statement about various opponents of 
Samkhya as 

srfcTwr: yr*<T**r i 

srTf?frR?T II 

The author recognises in the introduction of the text that the 
YD proposes to expound the Samkhyakarika with an intention of 
justifying it with all possible arguments : 

<rt srftwips 11 

This was also a practical need of the time. Hvarakrsna wrote 
the Sdmkhyakdrikd without making the reference to the stories as 
also the theories of other systems. 8 The controversy between the 
Samkhya and the other systems could not be grasped without having 
the knowledge of the doctrines of Samkhya. Such a purpose was 
served by Hvarakfsna. He expounded the Samkhya doctrines along 
with their technical details. He himself recognises that the Samkhya - 
kdrikd is a summary of the text called Sa$titantra which dealt with 


4. Y D on karika 72 

5. Origin and development of the Samkhya System of Thought t 

p. 160. 

6. Sdmkhyakarika 72 
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sixty topics. 7 The YD enumerates these sixty topics as existence 
of the cosmic matter, singleness, purposefulness, distinction, sub- 
servience, plurality, disunion, union, duration, lack of agency 
(forming the basic topics); and the fivefold error, nine kinds of 
contentment, twenty eight types of disability of organs, and eight 
types of attainment. X$varakr$na deals with all these topics in his 
own way in very brief. Hence, the YD is an attempt to explain the 
karikas in a right perspective. 

The unique feature of the text which raises it to the height of 
importance is the reference to the views of pre-Isvarakrsna Samkhya 
teachers, the works of whom are lost to us. The YD is the only 
source to have a glimpse of various schools in the Samkhya itself 
before the advent of Isvarakr$na during the gaps in its literary 
continuity. It mentions that the seers like PancaSikha experienced 
the existence of effect in the cause. 9 I3varakr$na followed thoro- 
ughly the views of Pancasikha. According to Pancadhikarana the 
sense-organs are elemental in nature 10 and ten in number. 11 Being 
elemental in nature these cannot function of their own. They are 
compared to the dry rivers and can operate only with the influx 
of the Prakrti. 12 Regarding the transmigration of the subtle body, 
Paftcadhikarana holds that the subtle body enters the organs of the 
father and the mother at the time of their intercourse and gets 


7. 


8 . 


9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 


Ibid. 
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merged into the semen and blood of the father and mother and 
grows in the womb. 13 The YD records the views of Patanjali also 
in various contexts. He believes that the sensation of I is by the 
intellect itself and, hence, he rejects the separate existence of egoism. 
The organs are, therefore, twelve in number according to him. 14 
The senses operate of their own without any external influx. 
Patanjali holds a peculiar view about the subtle body and the trans- 
migration. The subtle bodies, according to him, are many. These 
subtle bodies vary in each birth. It helps in uniting the organs to 
the womb suitable to the past impressions of acts. Having pushed 
the organs to the heaven or the place of torture, it vanishes. A new 
subtle body is produced which takes the organs to the womb and 
vanishes. Again, a new subtle body is produced which continues 
up to death. 16 The YD criticises Paurika’s view of multiplicity of 
the Prakrti. According to Paurika, there is a separate Prakrti 
assigned to each Puru$a. It creates the body, etc., for that parti- 
cular Purusa. The activity and desisting from activity of this 
particular Prakrti is governed by those attached to the divine per- 
sonalities. When the Prakrtis of the divine personalities create, or 
the Prakrtis attached to divine personalities desist from activities, 
the others also do so. 17 The YD refers to the views of Var§aganya 
who defines perception as the functioning of the sense-organs, ear 
and the rest. 18 The manifest world deviates from its derived form 
and not from its existence at the time of dissolution. 19 The Purusa 
imitates the intellect existing as knowledge when commingled with 
the functioning of the intellect. 20 Varsaganya along with the other 


13. Y D on karika 39 

14. YD on karika 32 

15. YD on karika 22 

16. Y D on karika 39 

17. YD on karika 56 

18. Y D on karika 5 

19. Y D on karika 10 

20. YD on karika 17 
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authorities does not subscribe to the view that some other element 
comes out of Prakrti out of which the intellect comes forth. 21 To 
illustrate the unprompted spontaneous activity of the Prakfti 
Varsaganya holds that the Prakrti proceeds to activity as the insen- 
tient bodies of man and woman proceed towards each other (for 
sexual intercourse). 22 Varsaganya has beautifully explained the 
mutual relation of three constituents. One of them dominates the 
other two. Still there is no mutual contradiction between the 
dominant and the dominated. Those having intensity in form and 
function contradict, while the ordinary ones co-operate the domi- 
nants. 23 Unlike all other authorities Varsaganya holds that the 
subtle elements are not of a single form. 34 Vindhyavasin is an 
important teacher specially for explaining the theory of knowledge. 
Unlike other authorities he holds that the egoism and the five 
subtle elements are produced from the intellect. Thus, the bifurca- 
tion into the elemental and psychological aspects takes place in the 
products of egoism according to others, while it happens so in the 
products of intellect according to Vindhyavasin. 25 The sense- 
organs, according to him, are located at eleven points and are 
all-pervasive in nature. Unlike all other teachers, he holds that the 
knowledge of all the objects arises in mind. Vindhyavasin does not 
feel the need of admitting the subtle body. He holds that the same 
organs are all-pervasive and the attainment of the state of their 
functioning is birth while its adandonment is death. 26 As regards 
the classification of the dispositions, Vindhyavasin rejects the classi- 
fication of natural ( prakrta ) dispositions into three— tattvasama 
(arising in the intellect at the very time of its production), sam- 
siddhika (existing innately in a composite body but requiring a 


21. YD on karika 22 

22. YD on karika 57 

23. Y D on karika 13 

24. YD on karika 22 

25. Ibid 

26. Ibid 
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stimulus). Vindhyavasin holds that the dispositions cannot be 
tattvasama and samsiddhika. They require the stimulus for their 
manifestation and, consequently, are of the nature of accomplished. 
That is why the knowledge in lord Kapila was manifested after 
hearing from the teacher. 28 Besides, there is a reference to many 
doctrines of other systems which require deep consideration 
separately. 

The Y D classifies the text into four Prakaranas and eleven 
ahnikas. Such a division is not observed in any other commentary 
of the Samkhyakdrikd. 

The authorship of the Y D has posed a complicated problem 
still unsolved. The crux of the problem lies in the mention of 
Vacaspati Misra as the author of the Y D in the colophon at the 
end of the manuscript as also the mention of some Raja, the assum- 
ption of which is gathered from the statements of Jayantabhatta in 
his Nyayamanjarl. 29 The admittance of Vacaspati Mirra’s author- 
ship of the Y D involves a lot of valid objections. Firstly, the 
S&mkhyatattvakaumudi of Vacaspati MiSra does not show any sign 
that he has already written a commentary on the Samkhyakdrikd . 
If it is presumed that he wrote it after the Samkhyatattvakaumudi , 
we do not understand the need of writing the two commentaries on 
the same at the hands of the author like VScaspati MiSra. Secondly, 
there are some differences of interpretation of the karikas in the 
Y D and the Samkhyatattvakaumudi , which hinder the assumption 
of admitting the same author of the two. Thirdly, the style of the 
two is so different that one cannot accept the same author of the 
two when read side by side. Fourthly, there are ample evidences 
to prove that the Y D was written long before Vacaspati Misra. 
The difference between them is not less than a century according to 


27. YD on karika 39 

28. YD on karika 42 

29. Nydyamahjari p. 100, Varanasi 1936 
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P . B . Chakravarti 30 while R. C. Pandey 31 puts forward three proofs 
in favour of the existence of the Y D long before Vacaspati Mi^ra. 
(1) The Y D quotes the definition of perception offered by Dinnaga 
while Vacaspati Mi£ra refutes the DharmakTrti’s revised definition 
of the same. (2) Vacaspati MiSra quotes three verses towards the 
end of the Samkhyatattvakaumudi from a text named Rajavarttika. 
These verses occur in the beginning of the Y D. (iii) While refuting 
ISvarakrsna’s definition of perception, Jayantabhatta refers to the 
elucidation of the same by some Raja. A similar statement is found 
in the Y D. Since Jayantabhatta is a contemporary of Vacaspati 
MiSra, the Y D must be earlier to him. To discard the authority 
of the mention of Vacaspati Misra’s name in the colophon, R. C. 
Pandey considers it an error on the part of the scribe. The authority 
of the second and the third argument leads us to assume that 
Rajavaritika is another name of the Y D and its author was some 
Kaja respectively. The author of the Y D, however, nowhere 
names his work as the Rajavarttika. It must have been given by 
someone else. It is certainly a work of varttika class and resembles 
to a certain extent to the Nydyavdrttika of Uddyotakara, though 
the latter is a varttika on the Bhasya while the earlier is a varttika 
on the karikas treating them as sutras. The addition of the term 
rdja in the beginning begs justification. It may be assumed that 
it was called Rajavarttika because it is the most eminent explanation 
of the Samkhyakarikd , or, because it was written by some person 
known as Raja. The latter finds support from the statement of 
Jayantabhatta. There is no decisive evidence to identify that 
Raja with the famous kind Bhoja or Bhartrhari. R. C. Pandey 32 
feels that the identification of Raja with Bhoja is too naive, and is 
prompted by the tendency of attributing any good thing to Bhoja 
and to identify any raja with Bhoja. 

30. Origin and Development of Sdmkhya System of Thought , 
p. 161. 

31. Introduction to the YD p. xv 

32. Ibid., p. xiv 
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It is equally difficult to find out the date of the YD. In this 
regard we find no definite proof and, therefore, have to be satisfied 
with mere conjectures. P. B. Chakravarti thinks that its upper 
limit cannot be before Bhartrhari (first half of the seventh century) 
as the author quotes some couplets which are found in the Vakya- 
padiya with slight variation. 33 R. C. Pandey feels that since the 
Y D quotes the definition of perception offered by Dinnaga, the 
upper limit is the advent of Dinnaga. There is, however, no 
satisfactory criterion to decide the lower limit of the date of the 
YD. On the basis of the style of the text and different authorities 
quoted therein P. B. Chakravarti is inclined to think that it cannot 
be put later than the eighth century A. D. 35 The style of the 
text, however, leads one to think that it may be contemporary of 
Uddyotakara. 

It is interesting to note that the author of the Y D spares no 
argument in his fierce intellectual warfare with others in defence 
of Samkhya. This turns the style of the author highly polemical. 
Generally the opponent’s views are presented with aha and the reply 
with ucyate. But, even having raised a purvapaksa the author 
raises some plausible reply and then the plausible objection 
with these words and it becomes difficult to analyse where 
the views of the opponents begin and where the reply to it 
ends. One is lost in the arguments of attacking, counter 
attacking and re-attacking continuously till the final conclusion is 
reached. This difficulty led the translators to arrange the text in 
a different manner. For the same reason it was felt useful to give 
the Sanskrit text also. In presenting the Sanskrit text we have 
consulted three available editions— by P. B. Chakravarti , (Calcutta, 


33. op. cit 

34. op. cit 

35. op. cit 
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1938), by R. C. Pandeya (Delhi, 1967) and by Ramashankar Trtpatht 
(Varanasi, 1970). 

The herculean task of translating the YD was undertaken 
in 1976 and was completed within a couple of years. However, it 
could not be placed before the readers until the work of its publi- 
cation was shouldered by Shri Sham Lai Malhotra, Prop., Eastern 
Book Linkers, Delhi. The translators are thankful to him. The next 
part is expected to see the light of the day soon. 
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KARIKA-9 


(objections against pre-existence of effect in the cause) 

3TT3- 3TTHT I qrtfejsnjft I 

Ml^^urw Hiwlfd ? $3: WI ?ft %?[ WWdH- 3ra?f3T4 
ftpsft *I33T I 3 ftflft 


opponent : Let us stop for the time being the consideration of dis- 
similarity and similarity. We shall first examine the effects like 
intellect and the rest as to whether the effect exists earlier to its 
manifestation or not. 


If it is asked why does the doubt arise? It may be like this. You 
are introducing another irrelevant topic. The authorities do not con- 
sider it right to consider a doubt which is not connected and is stated 
indirectly in connection with some other topic because there is no 
possibility of its scope. 

312ft- WIT^FRI: ? 3*Ml4ftWf<1 ( ft: l3FT?ft: +l4n«ft- 

WI:OT: I 

Proponent : There is certainly the scope for the doubt. 


Why? 

Because there is the difference of opinion amomg the authorities. 
The authorities Like Kanada and Gautama hold that the effect is 
non-existent before its origination. The Buddhists hold that it is both 
existent and non-existent. The others hold that it is neither existent 
nor non-existent. Therefore, the doubt is justified. 

MRihRiRRI ? 


Opponent : In that case, what is your opinion? 

312ft 1 

3TSfa«WIH« WHKlft^fa ?ft SffiRFftft I 
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?yP^lPd^Hldl«^WT. Rf?q : +KU||<«|f^u'ijjr «w4^d ?^T«5- 
WT: ? f% cTft fa^ldHIdi TOd^TOT: 

MPd^-ldHRuilH^mKI: q^'HTfijqfl'Sjrai: TJSqT: 7FFTC: I dWmft+IWW- 

^i^MdidMR'Jntr^iciun jp^Tyraw?^ uRi^iR^hm 

"W{ I +<rHHNIHyd 3cqwi 35: fftf ? T$ft=r d-^lf<=t>l-Mi u li 

Proponent: We accept that the effects like intellect which would not 
exist in the cosmic matter, would not arise. 


Why? 


Because we accept only a particular arrangement (to be the ef- 
fect). We do not hold that there originates an effect which is al- 
together different from its cause. On the contrary, the sattva, rajas 
and tamas which form the essential nature of the world are endowed 
with thesubtlepotencies (in the state of unmanifest)which are devoid 
of similaror the dissimilar differential an accumulated form having 
the characteristics of existence only, desist from the activity of 
modifying themselves (into the universe ) 1 and in their entirety (lit. 
unpartitioned in the form of various effects ). 2 The manifest is merely 
the particular arrangement of the potencies in whom the activity 
leading to modification has arisen due to their being entitled for it 3 
(or due to the acts of living beings) and which have attained a col- 
lected 4 form in the orderly succession of their mere existence . 5 When 
this sort of supposition is accepted, where is the occasion for the 
origination of the non-existent? By this only the origination of non- 
existent should be understood to be refuted in the case of the exter- 
nal objects like cloth, etc., the effects of the threads, etc., because of 
their being merely the particular arrangement (of their respective 
material cause). 


3 TTS- | I ^ f? 

cwRkh. i Ph<hPti 4 Ri^hk i <n%^wfaqiuiRi.*reifr- 

yP^lpe|$Wldl^i|HM<+l4RlfWd I 


Opponent : The reason is false (lit. non-applicable). 


Why? 

Because it is not established. The object cannot be established 
(through the other unestablished object). Had it been established 
that the effect is the mere particular arrangement (of the cause), only 
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then it would have been proper to say that because of the acceptance 
of this position there is no occasion for the origination of the non-ex- 
istent. This is, however, not established because we have declared 
the origination of the composite as different from the components. 
Therefore, the establishment of the prior existence of the effect 
through the acceptance of the particular arrangement (in case of the 
effect) is improper like the establishment of the horn of the hare 
through the horn of the crow. 7 

stale'll 


Moreover, the effect is non-existent (in the cause) because it is not 
perceived. There must arise the knowledge of the object of the senses 
like ear, etc., as it (the object) is into the contact of the senses. If the 
effect were existent before its origination, it would also be perceived 
as it comes into the contact with the senses like the ear, etc. How- 
ever, it is not perceived and, therefore, the effect is non-existent 
(before its origination). 


<hhkw i 3 tk+m dfa'mici. i nd^iiiMM- 

^ I ? 3^Md»«W-'Hdld. I 

^>l4fTd«Kt | dWId^dd. I +KU|N<Hr’T«rHl^ I ^ 

^Tsrd<JJLlR^rdr<Tt>HiM<d«*ft I I 

■=FR0|l^u|H^-: I Wf[? 3rf4^?l<dld, I I 

EH. I dWI<^iMdr^RUW«|c|loHd:d.!4wiM^irHrd I WdRTfoffaTO- 

cldldlr^drdM'MWI^HH'W I 3lfdB "4dd. I dWbH;iM<H=*H^<d>l4- 

ftfd I I I dfe ddiTOdt 

dfli'i^T dT,d>i<4[<;-ii I d d>i4w flFWpp^FT- 

d^l<«o+l4H I 


It may be argued that it is so (not perceived) on account of the 
(other) causes of its non-perception? It may be like this. There is 
the cause of the non-perception of the effect before its origination. 
Therefore, it is not perceived even though it exists. Later on it is per- 
ceived on account of the removal of that (cause of non-perception). 
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It is also not proper. 


Why? 

o 

Because there is no possibility. It may be like this. That kind of ob- 
ject is not perceived, butstill, its non-perception is caused by the 
causes of non-perception like extreme distance, etc. There is (how- 
ever,) no possibility of these in that case . 9 Therefore, the effect is 
non-existent. Moreover, because of the non-mention of some other 
cause, you have not recognised some cause other than extreme dis- 
tance, etc., due to which it may not be perceived. Hence, it is non-ex- 
istent. Moreover, due to the undesirable contingency of 
non-perception of the cause. In case of the one who intends the ab- 
sence of the knowledge of the effect on account of the presence of 
the cause of non-perception, there arises the undesirable contingen- 
cy of non-perception of the cause. 

Why? 

Because they are located at the same place, are perceived 
through the same sense and are gross (i.e., not subtle or minute). 
This is, however, undesirable. Therefore, it is not proper to say that 
the effect is not perceived due to the cause of non-perception even 
though it exists. 

If it is argued that the argument is wrong because it involves the 
undesirable contingency of refusal of the other means of knowledge? 
It may be if it is held to be the object of perception only; it is ad- 
mitted (through it) that there is no other means (to cognise). This in- 
volves the undesirable contingency of the refusal of inference which 
is the means of cognising the non-perceptible objects. This is, how- 
ever, undesirable. Therefore, the effect is not non-existent because 
of its non-perception. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 


Because there is no possibility of activity, property or name. 
The objects not cognised through perception are inferred through 
their activity just as the air is indicated by its activity of lifting up of 
the straws lying in the court-yard; through property-just as the jas- 
mine creeper is indicated by its smell ; 10 or through the name. It is in- 
dicated through result as the sense, etc. There is no possibility of 
activity, property and name in case of the effect before its origina- 
tion. Therefore, the effect is non-existent. 
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sqNKl?t WRRsfoq mRW-<WH^= 4 Wl I 3^ I 
^txrMi^ 3 i'^ic+|4h. I hR u !IHI^hht 14 fftf ^TWPT ’ 

WTTg ’^rf^PT $#<T ^sfolPT FJ: ! ^ ^ 
*ft4ft ^ i ^ ^iRt V\m ? 3^q%-^ write <+^RgH. i 

wgteai n? *rat M^T*gqnHR^a1cMR)i<rd5iHi5l<H«ii^KHK- 

<«<+i 4 h.i «t«it%pi— 

Sn^tmRdi r 4 ri 4 Kt) I 

dTdKy^Hl snrf rRuiw: *t 3 ^ 11 


Moreover, because of the success in the effort of the agent. 
Here, it is observed that the agents with the desire of getting the fruit 
with that (cause) acquire before the commencement of the operation 
the particular means having the capability of producing a particular 
effect and employ them in operation. If that (fruit) would exist even 
before the causal operation, the operation meant for that purpose 
will serve no purpose. This is, however, not desirable. Therefore, be- 
cause of the success of the operation of the agent the effect is non- 
existent. 


If it is argued that this defect does not arise because of the pos- 
sibility of the transformation, etc.? It may be like this. The agent, etc., 
would not be useless because they bring about the characteristics of 
the cause like transformation, structure, joining together, manifesta- 
tion (or visibility) and increase in the cause. The existence of the ef- 
fect is not contradicted. When this is the position, what would be the 
fault? 

It is not possible to postulate like this. 

Why? 

Because of the impropriety of some other way out. The trans- 
formation is, in fact, the giving up of some qualities and introduction 
of some new qualities in the already existing object. In that case, be- 
cause of the giving up of some existing qualities and the origination 
of some other non-existing qualities there is (no) production of some 
different object. Similarly, the structure, etc., 1 should also be 
summed up. Therefore, on account of the dominance by the trans- 
formation, etc., and the significance of agent, etc., the effect is held 
to be non-existent. It is stated also: 
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When an object takes over new properties giving up the earlier 
but without deviating from its essential nature, that is called transfor- 
mation. 


*T: *lt5%sft WRt I WT fWT: ^ aircr- 
aft I I I dWK«c+l4H I 

And, why does the effect not exist? 


Because there would arise the undesirable contingency of the 
non- difference between the beginning and the stopping of the com- 
mencement and the cessation. If the effect would be existent, the 
operation of the instruments employed for the activity at the com- 
mencement would be found at the end also. Or, the cessation (of the 
operation) found at the end would be present at the commencement 
as well. 


Why? 

Because there is no differentiation with regard to the existence 
of the effect (at both the stages). This is not the case. Therefore, the 
effect does not exist. 


$<UMWc$r4H aflfaq4wrani4Urei$to>itiitfi<i i ^ft 4 wrc. 
w rr«rr aircraft wra. i ^ftrcraf'rcrrara: 

flSTTs^sftFTrc; i i dffli<*rra>T4H i 


Here is another reason for the non-existence of the effect. 
There would arise the undesirable contingency of the non-difference 
between the states of commencement and that of the stopping in the 
case of (the relation of) the quality of origination. If the effect would 
be existent, the quality of origination would be related to the object 
in the beginning also in a way it is related to the accomplished state. 
The type of relation with the origination found in the beginning 
would be found at the end also. The relation and the non-relation (of 
the quality of origination) is, however, experienced at the state of 
commencement and the end respectively. Therefore, the effect does 
not exist. 


*UMdW*w4HJ I IS 

I I ^ Fdt ! 

I d*HI<;^t> U*alNd ifcf I 

Here is another reason for the non-existence of the effect. Be- 
cause there is the contradiction between the two terms-origination 
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and the existent. The word origination (janana) denotes the coming 
into existence of an object which does not exist earlier. The term ex- 
istent (sat) denotes the instrumentation of some other action. If the 
existent would be subject to origination, both the terms would be- 
come synonymous. It is, however, not the case. Therefore, it is im- 
proper to say that the existent originates. 


(Non-difference between a composite and the components) 


Proponent : As regards your argument that since we have declared 
that the composite is produced as different from the com- 
ponents, the effect does not pre-exist on account of its being 
different from the particular arrangement of the cause, we 
reply as follows. The reason does not hold good at all because 
it is not known as different. If there would have been the 
origination of some altogether different composite out of the 
threads, the cloth would be observed as different just as it is 
observed so when it is placed in the collection of threads or just 
like another cloth placed there. It is, however, not observed 
thus. Hence, it is not something different. 


^ ’refer i wn^mig wfw-^e'4): i d^Mifw i 

If it is argued that it is not found (as different) due to the rela- 
tion of inherence? It may be like this. The two substances related 
through conjunction (samyoga) and consequently there being the 
relation of located and the location, are ccngnised as different. The 
relation between the threads and the cloth, however, is that of in- 
herence (samavaya). Therefore, they are not cognised as different. 


^ I I dWK^dct I <[gRnm- 

^ I WtftHFt s^H^dlfed gwqr<l ^ 

<rPT^%^SRT:? I 


This argument is, however, improper. 
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Why? 

Because it is not proved. Only after proving the composite as 
different object (than the components) and the relation of inherence 
between them, all this would be said. Both of these are, however, un- 
proved. Hence, your argument is wrong. Moreover, it is wrong on 
account of the lack of example also. To prove that substance of big 
magnitude put at some other substance is not cognised to be dif- 
ferent due to the relation of inherence, what example can be cited by 
you in case an enquiry is made from you? The discussion without an 
example is not discussion at all. 

| ^ 1 4 <=bK'u I ^ ]P<T: I dfHHlfel 

^TWlftfcT I 


If it is argued that the difference is not cognised between the com- 
posite and the components on account of their pervasion? It may be 
like this. The substance is cognised as different from the substance 
which is neither its cause nor its effect because one does not pervade 
the other even though they are mutually related. There is the mutual 
pervasion between the threads and the cloth because they are related 
through causality (or because there is the cause-effect relation be- 
tween them). Therefore, they are not cognised as different. 


cR[l 

This is also improper. 


Why? 

Because this is to be established. Here, the causal relation and 
the inherence are yet to be established just as it was to be proved that 
the composite is different substance. Then only there can be the 
mutual pervasion. This is, however, not well known. Therefore, your 
argument is not proper. 

I 

If it is argued that it may be like loom, etc.? Just as the loom, 
etc., are the cause of the composite even though they are different, 
similar may be the case with threads, etc. 

I I °F)7W 
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JT«jqTiqt I <JOTrT: I I I '^lf^- 

MiM-rtt I fa I W^fa^Hi'F^- 

^HcldWiird HdlMIdlftld I ?? Wlfcrc^fil Wlf-rKd^dfaldl ^S: I <TO*n *&- 

^tddd^l: 



This is wrong? 


Why? 


Because it is not accepted by us. Our theory is that the loom, 
etc., are the instruments for the cloth and not the material causes. 
Hence, the illustration is odd . 14 Moreover, there would be the un- 
desirable contingency of absence of mutual pervasion as in the case 
of those (loom, etc). 5 There would arise the undesirable contingen- 
cy of absence of pervasion between the threads and the cloth as it is 
in the case of loom and the cloth, in case of those who hold that the 
threads are different from the cloth, like loom, etc. Moreover, be- 
cause the object is obstructed by the other object having different 
type of touch, activity, form and a weight. It is experienced that the 
object having different type of touch is obstructed by the other just as 
the pot is obstructed in the presence of a stone. The cloth is of a 
touch different from the threads. Hence, their mutual pervasion does 
not hold good. In this way activity, etc., should be explained. Hence, 
it is proper to say that the composite is not a different substance be- 
cause differences are not cognised . 16 


I I Tf 

I 

I ^rRT^TT^t Rfcf TTf^t I ^T^TT 

^TTT I ^ ^ TrfcT | I R 

el c <^ c lil ^ ? 3T^RTRRT <t 5T r T^ 

I TO: I cFTFT hRuHI^T^- 

I ^^I^KhR^HN fjI^R ^HlR <JfeRlfd I I 

mw ijfciMdisT^r to^t: cm# 

^ HfS Hd IH « cRR S WTCfRTM ^ I ^ Rfr^T- 

RHRflHl^rtRcfe*°4 v{ MIHlfci I cRT# TT cF*T *?TRR 

clNdl I ^ ^PT: I < 


Due to this reason also the composite is not a different sub- 
stance. Because it is improper to hold their existence either in all the 
components or in every component part (separately). If it is present 
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in the components, it may be present in all the components or in the 
individual component (separately). 

What does it prove? 

It does not exist in all parts. 

Why? 

Because it will involve the undesirable contingency of its non- 
perception through the perception of a part. It is observed that 
whatever exists in many is cognised through congising all of sub- 
strata; for example, the two-ness (dvitva), etc 17 In this case, there 
will arise the undesirable contingency of non-perception of cow 
through the perception of the horns, etc . 18 Moreover, it would lead 
to the infinite regress in the case of the components. The composite 
pervades the components, but by whom the components will be per- 
vaded because the (supposed) pervasiveness is not something dif- 
ferent from the components ? If the pervasive is admitted to be 
different, it will involve the undesirable contingency. The undesirable 
contingency in case of its existence in the composite and the parts is 
the same. Hence, it does not pervade all. Nor does it pervade each 
component because in that case it will involve the undesirable contin- 
gency of its being manifold . 19 It is observed that the colour, etc., 
which pervade many substrata are many. Moreover, the scripture 
would be violated. The composite would have the same substratum 
as the components which is corporeal in nature, in the theory of one 
who intends (to establish) that the composite pervades each com- 
ponent. It will contradict the scriptural statement that the objects 
possessed of form do not have the same substrata . 20 And, it would 
also imply the magnitude of the component as that of the composite. 
It will not hold good with the idea that the composite is a single sub- 
stance because it pervades the large magnitude. If this sort of exist- 
ence is admitted in its case, the scriptural statement regarding 
substance, manifold or absence of substance will be violated because 
it involves the fault in all circumstances. Therefore, the composite is 
not a different substance. 



^ *Rft I 3 ’reft I 




i 


If it is argued that the two (composite and components) are 
different because the one is observed as being produced and 


Karika 9 


11 


destroyed in the presence of the other? It may be like this. The cloth 
does not exist in the presence of the threads because the contact, the 
cause of the cloth, is not produced. And, the cloth comes into exist- 
ence after the contact is produced (in the presence of the threads). 
The cloth gets destroyed even in the presence of the threads by the 
totality of causal conditions (of destruction). The origination and 
destruction of an object are differently observed in the presence of 
the other object on account of their difference. As for example, the 
forest conflagration (originates and gets destroyed) while the 
Himalaya (covered with snow which is opposed to fire) is present. 
Hence, the cloth is different from threads. 

whs’ll 3*^? *it«t 

■R Mi) fa-Pl farpt | 


This is also wrong. 
Why? 


Because it is still to be proved. Whether that which originates 
and is destroyed is the different object or the activity (leading to 
origination) and withdrawl from activity (leading to destruction) 
belong to the cloth which is based upon the particular arrangement 
of the threads, as is the case with army (which is the collection of the 
soldiers) or the forest (which is the collection of the tress). This also 
does not serve as a probans in proving that the composite is a dif- 
ferent object.. 


I I fWJ: I 

feftr I Sifter %Pr I I 


If it is argued that it should be held to be different for the 
propreity of the compounds like tatpurusa, bahubrThi and dvandva? 
It may be like this. It is observed that the tatpurusa is used in case of 
different objects just as the sense of the ‘Man of the king’ is conveyed 
through the term rajapurusa. Same is the case with the bahubrihi as 
found in the case of expression ‘Who has spotted cows’ or ‘Who has 
brindledcows’. The similar is the case with dvandva as in plak$a and 
nyagrodha (both meaning the fig tree). These compounds are ob- 
served to take place in the case of threads and the cloth also, tat- 
purusa - as in the expression cloth (made) of threads, bahubrThi - as 
in the expression (the cloth) ‘that has strong threads’ or the cloth ‘ 
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that has white threads’, the dvandva - as in the expression ‘threads 
not the cloth’. Therefore, the composite is different (from the com- 
ponents). 


I I f? I <TO« 1 T 

|fct I ^ Hfl'MI I 37333 

I TJ^T ^WTRMS^^T: I <t ^Tlft ^1% Tfal- 

3ST: I 3°£fRHH. I 



This is also wrong. 
Why? 


Because it is non-conclusive. The tatpurusa is observed even 
when there is no difference in the expression like the elephant of the 
army and the tree of the forest 21 The bahubrThi also (takes place) as 
in the expression an army which has brave men, and the army which 
has intoxicated elephants. If there would be the dvandva compound, 
the composite would really be different, (but) no one uses the ex- 
pression bring the threads and the cloth in the state of the cloth. 
Therefore, it is only a wishful thinking. By this only the differences in 
the capacity of denotation are refuted. These also are observed in the 
case of (components of) army, etc., though there is no difference . 22 
Therefore, the composite is not different substance. Hence, it is 
wrong to argue that since the origination is observed in case of the 
composite which is different, the theory of pre-existence of effect 
cannot be proved on the basis of considering the composite as a par- 
ticular arrangement (of the causes). 


T, fJT: I I ? W 

I ^ Tff^WSyTcTf^T: I I 


As regards your statement that the effect does not exist be- 
cause it is not perceived (to he existent in the causes), we reply that it 
is also wrong. 


Why? 

Because it is doubtful. The non-perception in this case pertains 
to the already existent object. Because of this reason only we doubt. 
The argument taking that (non-perception of the non-existent) as 
certain does not stand before logic . 23 
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^d$«M 4 RUIW<l 5 ^fWHir<ra-WWf^M^ | 3 lPT- 

SOdlidddlVI^I +| 4 hw 1 - 

^TrRr^t <f 3Rq^ra«T: FTRT | ^WlddqffcT: 

^ i <t 4R3 i ^d^RH^icdid. i 

^.■^raT facia: <j>4*4 <: ti^ i Pi, 'd ! !T d'tq!<l-iHl4 ^iqui «t>u u iiftHdl <*i«4- 

faHdT dld^l sF^T^Tftsjra ’T^df^fHaW^M^IISM^ira+cR: I 


Your argument that the effect does not exist because you have 
not put forward some other reason of non-perception (other than ex- 
treme distance, etc.,) is also wrong. 


Why? 


Because you have not understood the import of our statement. 
This censure is applicable to those who speak of the effect as placed 
in the cause just as the jujube fruit placed in a vessel (bowl-shaped). 
We hold that the effect is the cause itself which is endowed with 
various potencies and through the assistance of the other assisting 
potencies the earlier potencies of whom disappear and the later 
potencies manifest. Those potencies are not perceived simultaneous- 
ly because they obstruct each other. It should be understood just as 
the stretching and expansion of the cloth or like the limbs of a tor- 
toise. The stretching or the expansion of a cloth are not subjected to 
perception due to the obstruction of contracting and they do not 
deviate from the existence. The same is the case with the limbs of a 
tortoise. Similarly, the state of the threads, etc., called the cause or 
the effect comes to be fixed in sequence serving as the cause of that 
(object) and serves as the cause for the perception or the non-per- 
ception of that object. 


SfclWHfiui I V^ojitcf Wl^<fT3fa5raWlf<Pd Wtdd. I 

v 3WTnt I ^ddfHRJdW'vd- 

4>KuWld*4d wq|dKld>KM<MRdiSK3T fMtl'pildi HPdrd^rdfa^ ’Tddtfd 

Id'dlRdld: I d>l4«hK«IMdfa: I I ^FIT^? 3^RTIt[ I 
u lcdd>4vdl<lHi rd>'dl'pid>l4<+K | J|m4t5ST ^ S*f PdjjHdfa: I H <rft 

g4vr4j4l^i o(4M^ii'Trar<««d>i4rHRi ? vwid. i PdMfircdl ft 

d>l 4 *-d H<Jicl 44 d^ I 3 ^'wfal‘txd 
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wrq; I Z&T& I ^>1? 

shfitiRt cmhij^hu 5=4 P)(Vt>4 Ph^ih^Ri^ iffr w: i "f 



^RRrt R^dKfRf^RR: I I 3jfiTT% fM([ I 


3fWT%Sft <lff 


I <TWR 



This only refutes the argument based on the acceptance of the 
instrumental causes. The statement that your argument involves the 
undesirable contingency of non-applicability of the other means of 
knowledge, is true or correct. Your statement that there is no in- 
ference because there is no possibility of action, property and name 
is not proper. 


Why? 


Because we do not accept the difference in case of them. It is 
proper to infer the difference of action and property in case of those 
who maintain the difference between the effect and the cause, and in 
that case only the censure that there is no inference for the action 
and property of the cloth are not perceived at the state of the threads 
would find scope. On the other hand, this fault does not arise in our 
case because we hold that the effect is the composite or the attain- 
ment of the other form of cause only and, hence, the action and 
property are the accumulation or the particular manifestation. The 
denotation is the same in case of effect and the cause. This is im- 
proper. 


Why? 


Because it is not conclusive. The substance, properti-ness and 
action-ness are related as property or activity, cause and effect and, 
hence, they are considered to be the existing elements and, therefore, 
serve as probans. Hence, we should not be questioned (for the pur- 
pose of refuting us) that the effect does not exist because there is no 
probans. 

What is the reason? 

Because of the context . In case there is controversy we ap- 
prehend through probans the existence of the effect earlier to its 
origination; this is the subject at hand. And, the non-conclusiveness 
is common. You maintain that the substance exists just after the 
origination (but without properties), and hence, the properties 
originate in the substance devoid of properties. Your position is that 
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just after its origination the substance persists without property and 
activity because you have stated that the object is deviod of property 
or action in the initial state just after origination. There is, however, 
no probans in case of that kind of substance (because the supposed 
probans do not exist). Butstill, its existence is admitted by you . 24 If 
you argue for its existence on the ground of the perception of its ac- 
complishment or existence, it would not be right because there would 
arise the undesirable contingency of the establishment of all the sub- 
jects of controversy. After recognising the object which goes against 
the example, if you postulate that one should remember its objec- 
tivity to the knowledge of accomplished object even though it is ob- 
jected to by others, it would involve the undesirable contingency of 
establishment of all the subjects of controversy. Moreover, it is 
similar in the case of the opponents also. Our position is that the ef- 
fect in its causal state is perceived by lord panca£ikha, etc.,. Hence, 
the existence of the effect (before its origination) should be ac- 
cepted. Therefore, it is not that the effect does not exist (in the 
cause) because of the impossibility of action, property and name in it. 

(Argument of success of the effort of agent refuted). 


T: fib’qFTta: 3 ffi TQnSpfi ^ 

i cfrTOcT: wrcjqwi i i 

ftfir f ftRB 

%gOTif*T: i dWKftiftftfci i 

i ? Tr^rafcr i %mh\v\ 

^FR%: qfT ? c bK u l Hi ^TR^PT^T- 

ft W:? 3 ^?^ I 

^ f I 3m PW- 

^ir^ri^RiRRi i 3m wmctfr fa 

T: I WlPl ^ ffiT I 3* 

cbKcfe: *TrcTFif*Tf^T: I 

r q o^fwfd: || 
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As regards your statement that the effect is non-existent be- 
cause of the success of the effort of an agent, we reply that this is also 
wrong. 

Why? 

THAT WHICH IS NON-EXISTENT CANNOT BE PRODUCED; 

If that which is related to the operation would have been aa- 
mitted to be non-existent by both the parties, it would be right to say 
that the effort of the agent is purposeless when the effect (to be 
produced) is already present. But (the idea of) the production of the 
non-existent is not proper. Hence, it is improper. 

If one argues that it is not proved because of the absence of 
forwarding some reason? It may be like this. The pot which is 
capable of retaining honey, etc., is not subject to production because 
it is already accomplished. This is the argument adduced by us. You 
have, however, not explained how it is improper to speak of the 
production of the non-existent . 25 Therefore, it amounts to the non- 
existence of the reason (or therefore, the reason adduced by you is 
non-conclusive). 

This is also improper. 

Why? 

Because it involves the undesirable contingency of defect in 
admitting or not admitting the relation of the effect (with the cause). 
Is the object to be produced related to the instruments or not (while 
being produced)? The aforesaid relation with cause, if admitted, may 
be in the state of causal operation or in the accomplished state. 

What is the use of this consideration? 

This kind of relation is not possible in the state of causal opera- 
tion. 

Why? 

Because it is not a substance. The effect at the time of opera- 
tion of the agent, etc., in your theory is just like the horn of the hare 
because it is devoid of activity, quality and name, and consequently is 
not a substance. This kind of object cannot be related with some 
substance. If you say that it is related in the accomlished state, it will 
contradict your statement that the already existent object is already 
accomplished and there is no propriety of operation in that state. If 
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you hold that the origination takes place without the aforesaid rela- 
tion, it will involve the undesirable contingency of the uselessness of 
the operation of the instruments. 27 Moreover, it will involve the un- 
desirable contingency of the production of the effect even earlier to 
the employment of the instruments. It is stated also: 

Because of the non-existence there is no relation (of the effect) 
with the instruments which are always related to the existing things 
only. There is no ground for those who believe in the origination of 
the unrelated effect. 

Opponent: The effect is created by the agent, etc., in the inter- 
mediary time. 

Proponent: What is this intermediary time? 

3TTTWT irgrTT I 

H^H:gFRT: I I 

Opponent: At the time in which the agents are engaged in activity 
after commencing it, is said to be intermediary because the ef- 
fect is not yet accomplished. 


When the instrumental causes are in some activity with the pur- 
pose of accomplishing some effect and until the form of the effect is 
not accomplished, that is the intermediary time. During that period 
the effect is created by the instruments. 


^ <i*hkh-iI error^r r? fRr ? s4;j4Rfl ^ 
Rr&t ?f% i flwfisnrcfa srarpf ^ r4>fa<HfUd tot i 

i 


Proponent: No, because there is no reasonable ground for some other 
(third) state. There is the state of non-existence before origina- 
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tion. There is the state of existence for the originated effect. 
These are the two states. There is no state in the form of exist- 
ence-non-existence which can be termed as intermediary time. 
Therefore, this is not proper. Moreover, because the inaccuracy 
pointed out earlier is not alleviated With what object will the 
proposed effect be related because it is already in its ac- 
complished form? This objection also does not cease to apply. 

Hence, even after adducing such an interesting statement you 
could not alleviate something. Therefore, it is right to say that since 
the supposition of the presence or the absence of the relation invol- 
ves inaccuracy, the non-existence is not brought into existence. 

(Relation of effect with cause proves pre-existence of effect) 

dHl HlfW I ? 

I dWM dml-di 41^4 

The defect does not arise in case of them who believe in the 
pre-existence of the effect. 

Why? 

THE A EF S FEC™ ERE ,S RELAT,ON 0F ™ E CAUSES (WITH 

We state that the term upadana denotes the material cause like 
threads, ect. That is grasped by, i.e, related to its instruments. There- 
fore, the effect is something else (than the cause); hence, the instru- 
ments related to the cause are related to the effect itself. Hence, 
there is no inaccuracy. 

i dd^Mi-d* I 

4iif<rwir?t^ i vz fRr i i 

ddR*HU<t I W |f(T I 

Opponent: The effect arising of a particular material cause would be 
different from the material cause in case of those also who 
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believe in the pre-existence of the effect in the cause. 

Why? 

Because it (the material cause) is taken by those who desire to 
get that effect. The object is different from that for which it is 
selected; just as the cloth is different from the loom, etc. The threads 
are also selected by the desirous of the cloth. Hence, the cloth is dif- 
ferent from them also. By this only their pre-existence is rejected. 
The object does not exist in the other which is selected for the former 
just as the cloth does not exist in the loom, etc. 


I nr<lflUW<IM<c|44) 





5fj[ ^33t 3*3 f3»MI<fl4) f33^re3, 3*3 33J*3: 33: *313 

3*3 3TSqfWl 3^ ^Hl<3 MiW< 331 3* 33T3tsf3 T3RTWK- 

3(3 I 3^3R;KH I 3 I 

Proponent: No, because we have rejected the composite as a different 
substance. We have rejected the composite as a different sub- 
stance. Hence, the objection is not appropriate. Moreover, 


BECAUSE EVERYTHING IS NOT POSSIBLE (EVERYTHING). 


You hold that the cloth differs from threads as it differs from 
loom, etc. because of the similarity of selection.28 In the case, how- 
ever, there would be the possibility of the origination of the effect 
from every cause as there is the possibility from the threads because 
the characteristic of being a different object is common in all the 
cases. 29 It is, however, not so. Hence, your argument is not proper on 
account of the absence of possibility of production of everything 
from everything. Moreover, it would lead to the undesirable contingen- 
cy of the distinction ofzenus, as well as of the origination of a com- 
pletely different object.. In case of them who speak of the cloth as 
different from the threads as it is different from the loom, etc., on the 
ground of the similarity of selection, the cloth would be different in 
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genus from threads and would occupy different space just as is the 
case with the loom, etc. And, the same threads would produce 
another cloth when the one is already accomplished just aas the same 
loom produces another cloth when the one is already accomplished. 
This is, however, not desirable. Thus, on the basis of the similarity of 
selection, the cloth, however, cannot be established as different from 
threads as it differs from loom, etc. 


(Non-existence of the effect in the selected cause refuted) 

1 ^ cNflRfift, 3TC ^T~ | 

i awti'hwwifvpf to 

''lint I 3Ft- 

<TCfcf W: I ^S«f TTM^, *TCftT ^ tIFTT ^ I 


As regards your statement that the object does not exist in the 
one selected for the purpose of producing it, we reply that it is 
wrong. 


Why? 

Because we do not admit the relation of the substratum and the 
object located (in the case of the cloth and the threads). We have 
repeatedly stated that there is nothing like cloth in the threads. On 
the contrary, the threads themselves are the cloth. That is, however, 
nto acceptable to you because of your hatred towards the right way. 
Moreover, because of the non-decisiveness of your argument. Or, 
having accepted your opinion why the sesam seeds are selected for 
oil, the oil does exist in them. The vine is selected for juice; the juice 
does exist in it. The milkman selects cow for milk; the does exist in it. 
The bundle of paddy is selected for rice, the rice does exist there; 
hence, the reason is non-decisive . 31 






RlellR^lqi^l WTSRT I ^rfcT^TT- 

h 3 i 




Opponent: your argument is wrong because of the cognition of cover- 
ing. The covering is directly perceived in case of the sesam 
seed, etc. Obstructed by that the oil, etc., are not cognised. 
And, the operation by the agent is to destroy (remove) that, 
and there is no covering of the effect there (in case of cloth). 
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Hence, the analogy provided is dissimilar. 

I ^iftd ffiT^ ^ddliPd^eH I 


^nR^ttiRt i mRuiihi^htU^ ffir <rar <^5 1 nrnf- 

^uii^RRi anr^r-ww^H. 1 MR<JiiHmH!H«=t 4 l^T<i 1 traf- 
'rRFT pK|tWlicllMl<MRl I ? 

<1R: qftoiPT: I H I RfR- 

WT tprf 3<T •Ml! ^Rf |Rl f^pf^ I f^> W: ? ^ dld<lid1 *Plf: *PCT q>^Rf 
^nw*l 3PT FPPTCRT: *P?fRr I 3OT13.? apprfppc^l 

•T HftrS: I dWlfd+.Hdld'RH.? WJnnforf^^ qft?R: I 1% ^Rpr I 
s^Ml)<<lRl°i<Plldl<t I 3*fPT ^I^Pd ^Tr-^ f? MRuilH^^^fThlM- 
wr <*i4k«Rl ^ jfsnprr s«iriwori iRt stptpt: i ? d# 
I r<d+trd.tu!MH|Mtif&d^d <MI'^4«K^;idlM!4c| 

*PW:SRnRT:I 


Proponent: No, because the way adopted by you here is different from 
the earlier one. Earlier you granted that the object is not 
selected for the production of the other which already exists in 
it. And, now speaking of selection of even the existing effect for 
thesake of the appearance and the disappearance you are not 
free from the defects of going out of the way, abandoning the 
theory held earlier and not alleviating the non-decisiveness. As 
regards the statement that it is faultless because of the pos- 
sibility of justification of modification, etc., we say, let it be 
so. As regards your argument that there is no impossibility of 
some other way out, we reply that this is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because you have not fully understood the characteristic of 
modification. This would explicitly be an objection against the one 
who speaks of modificationas the destruction of existent charactrris- 
tic and the production of the non-existent one. We do not, how-ever, 
establish our theory following this maxim. On the contrary, modifica- 
tion is the disappearnce of the earlier qualities and the appearance 
of other qualities in the objects affected by the instruments. And, the 
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appearance and the disappearance do not mean production and 
destruction. It should be considered whether the formation, joining 
together, manifestation and collecting together are the qualities, of 
some non-existent entity or they are non-existent in himself (earlier). 

What is the use of it? 

If they are the qualities of sime non-existent, to whom will they 
belong? If they are the qualities of some non-existent earlier and 
cime into existence (afterwards), it would also be wrong. 

Why? 

Because they are not different (independent) objects. They 
could set aside the theoryof pre-existence of the effect if they would 
have been independent objects and would have been non-existent 
earlier and would have come into existence afterwards. Their nature 
of being independent object is not established. What, then, is 
produced? As regards the objection based upon the alternatives 
regarding their cognition and absence of congnition, the alleviation 
has been already put forward. Moreover, it would contradict the 
maxim of production of the different substance. Or, granting their 
production, we reple if formation, joining together, manifestation 
and collecting the earlier statement that substance gives rise to other 
substance . 34 

Why? 

Because the states are not the independent substance. Hence, 
your (defective) understanding leads you to trouble just as the fault 
of resorting to the forest conflagration by a person who is deluded 
(or fainted) by the radiance of the rays of the sun, is certainly to lead 
him to trouble. 

(usage of ‘born’ does not go against pre-existence of effect) 

I Wl? f? <F- 

TO [smcI I 

¥WR^RT- 


^Rl 3R!(K: SH*l*j<H4 





Karika 9 


23 


I ^ e?l% ♦jfiiHpqy^cilft 
I 3^RTT- 

I H<=llPlKH^$[d I3^T^ 



yiv i yjiferq <pK3 i ^fa^ n 
fRfftra; «<M>i4*t i 


By this only it is also refuted that the term ‘birth* or ‘existence* 
involves the undesirable contingency of begining, cessation from ex- 
istence and a particular production. 

How? 


When the intruments bring forth through their activity the par- 
ticular arrangement of the kind of particular form which is the very 
form of threads and is called cloth, people start the worldly usage as 
(the cloth) ‘is made*, or ‘is produced* or ‘is born*. And when the in- 
strument takes away through the other arrangement brought out by 
the manifestation of other capacity the (earlier) state presented 
through curiosity, then the arrangement available earlier comes to be 
conveyed by the term destruction. In reality, there is neither origina- 
tion nor destrution of anything. That what is stated earliar that the 
word origination means commencement for coming into existence of 
the object which was not in existence earlier, is also a mere wishful 
thinking. 

Why? 

Because there is the controversy. When the controversy is at- 
tached with (centred around) the fact that the origination refers to ex- 
istence or non-existence, the statement that origination denotes com- 
ing into existence of the non-existent object is equal to a non-state- 
ment. If it is argued that it is non-established because it is not observed 
in case of conscious entity, etc.? It may be like this. If the object which 
‘is created*, ‘is produced* and ‘originates* is postulated to be the exis- 
tent object, it would involve the undesirable contingency of applica- 
tion of them to the cosmic matter and the conscious entity as well, be- 
cause they do not fall outside the domain of existent and non-existent 
categories of objects. Therefore, the topic is controversial. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because they refer to the particular arrangement. It is already 
stated when some object attains the arrangement which is not dif- 
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ferent form, itself, then only these words apply. It is observed in the 
wordly dealings also as he makes, brings forth or produces first 
(clenched hand), knot or the car ring; in case of water or root which 
are manifested, it is used ‘becomes,* ‘is produced* or ‘is born*. These 
words are not used in case of horns of the hare, etc., well known to 
both the parties. Therefore, the undersirable contingency arises in 
your case only. It is stated also. 

If non-existence is desired to be the cause in the production of 
the pot, etc., it involves the undesirable contingency of production of 
horn of the hare in your theory because it (non-existence) is common 
in both the cases . 35 

Hence is proved the pre-existence of the effect in the cause. 

(Efficient cause gives rise to efficient effect) 


I W ^ Wtf * 

^ 5 ^ 1 i i <w4n«iKil- 

I 3RT: WZF{ I I W I 

I ft 

^ ^rfW ^ (JgftRl 

'icjRl I ^ -T cPT^T^- 

I cOTl^RfJlcl^RI^ *I^<MU!IcHc+|4h I 

The theory of the pre-existence of effect is proved through the 
following reason also. 


BECAUSE THE EFFICIENT CAUSE CAN GIVE RISE TO EF- 
FICIENT (EFFECT) ONLY. 


The rule that this is efficient to be produced from it or this is 
efficient to produce is observed in case of the existent objects only. 
For example, the restriction of the eye to the form. This rule does 
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exist in case of cloth and the loom, etc. Therefore, the effect pre-ex- 
ists in the cause. If it is argued that the rule can be explained on the 
analogy of assisting causes? It may be like this. The water, for ex- 
ample, is capable in producing sprout from the seed only and not 
from the wood or the fire. Both of them do not exist in water, be- 
cause the water is different from seed. And, just as the sun is capable 
to produce fire from sun-stone and not the water from moon-stone. 
Both of them (fire and water) do not exist there. In the same way, 
there could be the restriction of the efficiency of the threads for the 
cloth only. There may not be the existence of the cloth in the 
threads. 


This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because these (example) are still to be proved. The sprout, 
etc., are also the effect of water, etc. Therefore, it is still to be proved 
whether the sprout pre-exists or not (in the water). Similarly, 
whether the fire pre-exists in the sun-stone or not (is yet to be 
proved). For that purpose only the controversy is raised. As regards 
your statement that the sprout does not exist in water because they 
are different, there also the difference of the sprout from the water 
which modify in the form of the sprout by entering into the seed is yet 
to be proved. 36 Therefore, this argument is nothing. Moreover, be- 
cause of the settled rule regarding the form. For example, even though 
the form is the cause of the rise of knowledge, when the form is not 
perceived, then because of the commonness (of the non-preception) 
the form does not cease to be the form. Similarly, the fact that the 
loom, etc., are the cause of the cloth but not the cloth itself, 37 does 
not prove that the threads also are not the cloth. Therefore, it is right 
that the effect pre-exists because of the rise of an efficient effect 
from the efficient cause. 

(Usage of cause proves pre-existence of effect) 

cbHUWIdkd U<^|4 h, 11^ II 


c t’K u l'il^l -llRfl I ^RZrPTT: I 




ra i 

3TT«jqi|kl'cl. I mifaNluilft'dRK- 
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<W<ST 15 <RIH i %cSf^rr^Tc[ i 3rarsrif^5fq wi <+K«mrw q qreifqqw- 

I ^MqRRl %H <*< I ''' K L^ S CT <t>K u IHR<1 T 

MtiW tifflH Ff ? 3tE^T^ I FTF- 

«?R <ST*? TO I H^IR F I ^H^fs^q ffil %?[ FW 

W VZ: HWFT T ^ FH: F ^Rlf^FlMf I 

WZFJtTR I <FWTfl[ ? I FTRPTFq tl 

F %cRRIt^ f^T: I (IWR <pT: WfflRH I 3TORg fWR^Tfl- 

%qt ^mmi<: i d^qqtil qr ffin 3ff? ■q- 


fn<irM<*^i^di sefarafgrf?ig?n i 

ftVlMUi flTcIMVJlHIUlHIHJI 

dWI«i«wi)d^KUTtncrreg ^T% I ^ dldihYq^HW^'fld T 
f^T^R: I 


AND BECAUSE OF ITS (CAUSE’S) BEING THE CAUSE, THE 
EFFECT PRE-EXISTS. 

In the word, the state of being a cause is not found in the ab- 
sence of the effect. For example, there is no state of cause in case of a 
barron woman. There is the state of cause for the cloth in case of the 
threads. Hence, the pre-existence of the effect. 

It may be argued that the sense of being a cause arises in case 
of other cause after observing the production of effect from some 
other causes (i.e., another similar cause elsewhere). After observing 
the production of a non-existent and non-identical effect from 
another cause there arises the sense of cause in case of another cause 
afterwards. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is not accepted . The production itself of a non-exis- 
tent effect is not established because it is disproved in case of hare’s 
horn, etc. How can, then, there arise the notion of their cause? 

It mat be argued that it is on account of being the cause. To ex- 
plain^even though the non-existence is common, the cloth has got in- 
timate, non-intimate and efficient causes. Therefore, it is called cloth 
and they are not in case of the horn of hare. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 
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Because of the absence of reason. The reason as even though 
the non-existence is common, why the cloth has the cause and the 
horn of the hare does not-is not stated. 

If it is argued that it may be like the Purusa ? It may be like this. 
Just as the cloth has the cause but not the conscious entity even 
though the existence is common to both; similarly, the cloth has got 
the cause but not the horn of the hare even though the non-existence 
is common to both. 

This is also wrong. 

why? 

Because of the reason already stated. The effect in the case of 
cloth is the arrangement. The arrangement is not found in the con- 
scious entity. 

If it is argued that the difference may be like arrangement ? It 
may be like this. Just as even though the existence is common, the 
cloth is the particular arrangement and not the conscious entity; 
similarly, even though non-existence is common, the cloth is an efect 
and not the horn of the hare. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because there is the absence of generality and particularity (in the 
conscious entity). The arrangement is the assuming of a prticular 
form by the general form. This alternative is not found in the cose of 
conscious entity. Therefore, the conscious entity is not subjected to 
particular arrangement. The particularity is impossibale to be estab- 
lished in case of the non-existent object which has no nature at all. 
The establishment of that would lead to the undesirable contingency 
of its being existent. It is stated also : 

All the non-existent objects have no particularity because they 
have no nature of their own. If there is a particularity, they become 
different (from each other). You should, in that case, accept their ex- 
istence. 


Therefore, It is right that the effect pre-exists because of the 
notion of cause. In this way, the theory of non-pre-existence of effect 
as held by the Vaisesikas does not stand in the encounter. 

( Buddhist theory of non-existence of composite criticised ) 
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Tfa?: I MftcNNHI ^ S^TRT- 

V{? 3^T *T I 3T«ftcMfrrf^RT?ft Wl# I <TCfa 

f^^5^PTO:| ^|U|«Hi ^ ^W(lcHRircHIVn«lH ,J WH 
fa^TT: I ^ I ^i<Hr^i|4 -T ^THTfiT ^T^TT ^TT^Tr^Tf- 


In the theory of the Buddhists 38 there are many defects. Why is 
then the cloth not accepted as different substance? On account of 
the rejection of the composite on the basis of the maxim ‘the notion 
of cloth, etc., is in the threads arranged in that form, the conjunction 
is also not accepted as different element form the conjunct objects’, 
The imagination may be like this. Whether the cloth is the conjunc- 
tion of the threads or some other substance is the cause of conjunc- 
tion? Both of these, however, in their theory, are not different 
substances, Hence, the origination and destruction are the acts in the 
form of illusion. 


This view is rather more strange. On account of accepting the 
origination and destruction as belonging to some different substance, 
the view of the followers of kanada is not similar to that of the 
logicians (Buddists ). 39 Therefore, the view of the great seer only is 
better. 

(Criticism of jain view) 

^ I Wwqq'RH I ^WT?l? ^ ^f«T- 
HI1X<MtI: +l4w W?: 11^ II 

As there is no possibility of the non-existent effect; similarly, 
(there is no possibility of) effect as existent and non-existent simul- 
taneously through the word ca (in the karika) 40 Some people hold 
that on account of mutual contradiction the effect is neither existent 
nor non-existent (before origination). This is wrong. 

Why? 

Since the reasons are adduced in the favour of existence, the 
existence of the effect earlier to its origination is certain. 


KARIKA9 


1. Change is the very nature of the constituents. In the state of dis- 
solution, however, there is no virupaparinama leading to crea- 
tion of the universe, though they are not devoid of 
sarupaparinama. 

2. The context demands the reading paramavibhaga... in place of 
paramavibhaga. 

3. The universe is nothing but a collected form of the constituents 
in different quantity. 

4. It further suggests that the constituents are the material as well 
as the instrumental cause of the universe. There is no external 
instrumental cause to activate them for creation. 

5. I.e., when the material cause itself modifies into the effect, there 
is no room for postulating the origination of something new. 

6. Here, we prefer the reading asiddhenarthantarasiddheh as 
found in Poona manuscript which conveys the sense of the read- 
ing siddhenarthantasiddheh accepted by Chakravarti. 

7. The horn of the hare is non-existent like the horn of the crow 
and, hence, there is no propriety in arguing for the existence of 
one on the basis of the other. In fact, something established is 
resorted to do establish the other. 

8. Here we prefer the reading asambhavat as found in Poona 
manuscript in place of anupalabdhi asambhavat accepted by 
Pandeya. 

9. The sense is that the causes of non-perception of even an exis- 
tent object enumerated in the 8th karika do not apply here. 

10. Maiatilatagandhena should be read as malatilata gandhena. 
There is no purpose in joining them. 

11. According to the satkarya theory of the Samkhyas that which ex- 
ists cannot absolutely disappear and nothing absolutely new 
takes place. In the present case, however, the earlier existing 
qualities disappear and new are introduced. It does not, there- 
fore, fit in the theory of the Samkhyas, 

12. The cloth placed on the threads is observed as different, but it is 
not the case with its own components. Hence, there is no 
ground to know the differentiation between the two. The cloth, 
in the theory of the Samkhyas, is the particular arranged form of 
the threads. 
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13. The meaning is that the argument is based upon two presupposi- 
tions that the composite is different from the components and 
that there is the relation of inherence between them. The 
Samkhyas do not accept even the first on which the second is 
based. 

14. The meaning is that the material cause is different from the in- 
strumental in the sense that the former gets modified in the form 
of the effect while the latter serves as an external instrumental 
cause. 

15. Just as the loom, etc., are not always invariably concomitant with 
the effect, the same will be the case with the threads if the causal 
status of the loom, etc., and that of the threads is considered to 
be the same. 

16. The context demands the reading bhedanamagrahanat... in place 

of bhedanam grahanat 

17. Two- ness cannot be known without observing the two objects at 
one time, 

18. If it is held that the composite exists in the collection of all the 

components, it would not be cognised with the perception of a 
single object out of all the components. Consequently, with the 
perception of horns the knowledge of cow cannot take place. 
Here, the context demands the reading go’agrahana 

19. If the composite is supposed to pervade all its components, exist- 
ing in all of them separately, it would be manifold like com- 
ponents themselves. 

20. The meaning is that the corporeal objects are non-pervasive 
(avyapyavrtti) in nature and thus cannot occupy the same place. 

21. Here, elephant and tree are not different from army and forest 

respectively, 

22. The pronoun ’these’ stands for the above mentioned compounds. 

The reading marked to be doubtful by Pandeya could possibly be 
canarthantaratve 

23. It is because the Samkhya teachers visualised the effect existing 
in its causal form. 

24. The sense is that it is wrong to consider action, properties, etc., 
as the probans for the inference of the substance. 

25. Karanam is more suitable to the context than Karanam. 
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26. As stated above, the substance, according to the Naiyayika, is 
that which is endowed with action, attribute and name. 

27. The sense is that if the effect is supposed to be unrelated to the 
instrumental causes, it would not stand in need of causal opera- 
tion. 

28. From the Nyaya standpoint the instrumental causes like loom, 
etc., are selected for the production of cloth. These are different 
from cloth. Similarly, the material causes like threads, etc., are 
also selected for the production of cloth and, hence, they should 
also be treated as different. 

29. The sense is that the effect will be equally different from all the 
causes. Due to the common characteristic of difference any ef- 
fect would come out of any cause. 

30. The context demands full stop after prasangacca. 

31. These examples prove that the effect exists in the object which is 
selected for its production. Hence, the reason that the effect is 
different from the causes selected for its production, involves the 
defect of non-conclusiveness. Actually the effect differs from its 
instrumental causes and not from the material causes. The 
above reason, however, treats both kinds of reasons at par and 
consequently involves defects. 

32. In the above examples the so called effect is directly observed 
while such is not the case with the cloth. 

33. It refers to the Samkhya reply postulated against the futility of 
the agents, etc. The agents, etc., are not futile since they bring 
about the characteristics of transformation, joining together, 
manifestation and collecting together. 

34. Gf. Vaisesikasutra 1.1.8 

35. Such words are not spoken with reference to the absolutely non- 
existent objects like horn of the hare. 

36. The reading tasyanyatvam as found in Poona manuscript is 
preferable to tasyananyatvam as accepted by Pandeya. 

37. We prefer the reading samanyavisesabhavat as given in Poona 
manuscript and adopted by Chakravarti to Pande/s reading 
samanyavisesabhavat. 

38. According to the Buddhists the composite does not exist apart 
from the components. 
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39. The word tarkika should be taken in the sense of the Buddhists 
here because the Vaisesika theory of causation which is not dif- 
ferent from that of the naiyayikas is listed separately and conse- 
quently the word tarkika should not be taken in the usual sense 
of the Naiyayikas. 

40. The author means that through the force of the word ca in the 
Karika the theory that the effect is both existent and non-existent 
is refuted. It may be the reference to the theory of Jaina thinker. 


KARIKA 10 


H^dP-KI-A' I f% ^ TOf TO 



Now we shall speak on the subject under discussion. 

And, what is the subject under discussion? 

It is the dissimilarity conveyed through the statement ‘and its 
effects like intellect and the rest are dissimilar and similar to the cos- 
mic matter ’. 1 


(Cause of mentioning dissimilarity first) 

^RTT^PT^T I fKMrM 

c$pf ^nfuy £5^- 

^TT $ TPlRKft^cIHlft: I 


Opponent: The similarity should be discussed first because it makes 
understanding easy. The similarity should be undertaken first 
because the knowledge of dissimilarity arises easily in case of 
the one who has understood the similarity. As the other sys- 
tematists (Vai£esikas) after mentioning the general qualities 
common to all the substance, quality and action that they are 
existent, non-eternal, related to the substance, (in the form of 
the intimate cause), effects, causes and are possessed of the 
general and particular qualities, state their particularities that 

the substance gives rise to substance and the quality to the 

2 

other quality. 


^ '^ChRi i 


■t: i ^rt^? qiwi'-ifTORi i 


Proponent: It is not correct because it makes no difference. Just as the 
knowledge of dissimilarity is easier for the one who has known 
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the similarity, the knowledge of similarity becomes easier for 
the one who has known the dissimilarity. 

Why? 


Because of their mutual dependence. The similarity depends 
upon dissimilarity and the dissimilarity, upon similarity. 



Opponent: In this case also the purpose of stating the dissimilarity 


first should be mentioned. When there is no difference be- 
tween the two, the restrictive cause of mentioning the one first 
should be stated. 


7{ i I f? 





Proponent : No, because the dissimilarity does not form the part of the 
subject under discussion. The authority has done so because the 
dissimilarity is out of the context and, therefore, after stating it 
first, it becomes easy to state the similarity which forms the part 
of the subject under discussion. 

How does the similarity form the part of the subject under dis- 
cussion? 

Because the characteristics of the constituents are taught 
through the description of the objects composed of the three con- 
stituents. 3 When that is established, the non-discriminative nature 
comes to be established in case of manifest, 4 and since the effect is of 
the nature of the cause, the qualities like composed of three con- 
stituents, etc., are understood in the case of cosmic matter as well. 
And, when the doubt about the relation of cause and effect is dis- 
pelled and when the cosmic matter is proved to exist through the 
reason proving the existence of the cosmic matter, the existence of 
the conscious entity is proved since the object of enjoyment stands in 
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need of some enjoyer. So also because the contact of the two is easily 
comprehended by one who has understood the nature of experiencer 
and the objects experienced and because the creation of the ele- 
ments, beings and the mental dispositions is meant for the conscious 
entity (the existence of the conscious entity is proved). Therefore, it 
is correct that the similarity will be discussed la(er because it forms 
the part of the subject under discussion. The other (viz., dissimilarity 
will be discussed) first because it is not related to that (i.e., the sub- 
ject under discussion). 

3n?-^ <rff cK'+tM ft; 

i 

Opponent: If you think it proper to discuss the dissimilarity first, you 
should state what is the dissimilarity in the present case. 

(Dissimilarity between cosmic matter and its evolutes) 




*||c|<4ci oilcw iqMdfloqchiHJI II 





c*P(l oillHldird siTft I T | 


TFI«FtT I I TCRJtRmfrfT. I ^ MRHRfl 

PliMdKl: WIWTT: *Flf: I 

Proponent: THE MANIFEST IS HAVING A CAUSE, NON- 
ETERNAL, NON-PERVASIVE, ACTIVE, MANIFOLD, LO- 
CATED, INFERENTIAL MARK, CONJUNCT AND 
DEPENDENT ; THE UNMANIFEST IS OPPOSITE TO IT. 

Here, the term Itetii (cause) is synonymous of karapa (cause). 5 
Hetumat denotes that which has a cause. Eternal is everlasting. Non- 
eternal is opposite to eternal. Pervasive is that which pervades. Non- 
pervasive is that which is not pervasive. The sense is that it is not 
having access everywhere. Active is that which has activity. Manifold 
is varied. Located is supported. The inferential mark means that 
which is endowed with the characteristics of that. The components 
are those which are joined. The sense is that (they) are found 
separately. Conjunct is that which possesses the components. De- 
pendent means supported by some other object. These charac- 
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teristics beginning with caused and ending with dependent are 
without controversy the (peculiar) characteristics of the manifest not 
found in the cosmic matter and the conscious entity. 


(Having a cause) 

Opponent: The quality of having a cause is not uncommon because it 
is present everywhere. The cause is found in the case of all the 
manifest, the unmanifest and the conscious entity, and hence, it 
should be listed as a common (characteristic). 


SrZRt o4|-cHT^'cRf^^|U||Mrqft[K WTft 

falWFT hRM$ I ^ • 

^RfcT I 


Proponent: No, because the creating cause is accepted (here as a 
cause). The quality of having a cause is common to the 
manifest, unmanifest and conscious entity but we accept here 
the uncommon creating cause. That pertains only to the 
manifest and not to anyone else. Hence, it won’t be common. 


I I fllW- 





Opponent: That is wrong because there is no mention of this type of 
peculiar cause. Cause (hetu ) is a general term and the general 
term is not used in some particular sense without (considering) 
the sense, context and the relation with other word, hence, the 
particularity should have been mentioned. That is, however, 
not mentioned here. Hence, those are common only. 


^RT vJMKl^hl I cTST^rr *i)<*^*4 

3T^fuTFt T^pTglftf ^ 

Rrfct I WTFT^wf faarwIH: I TOT W? : ? 

ftfcT R3fcT I ^KNilfW^TRf I I 
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Proponent: No, because the statement of something applicable to all 
when applied to one, gives special meaning. Here, the speciality 
is known from the statement of a quality which though ap- 
plicable to all is mentioned with reference to one object only. 
For example, when it is stated that the lad is an eater, it is un- 
derstood that he eats too much because eating is possible in 
case of all. Similarly, here also the authority states that the 
manifest is having a cause, a statement applicable to all. There- 
fore, we will understand speciality from it. 


What is the speciality? 


When there is the possibility of both types of cause, viz., 
producer (Karika) and indicator (jfiapaka), the producer cause is ac- 
cepted here. Or because of the connection with the word non-etemal. 
Or, after mentioning the word hetumat (having a cause) the authority 
mentions the word non-enternal ( anitya). On account of the con- 
nection with the other word it is understood here that only the cause 
which invariably associates with non-eternity should be accepted. 6 


What is the cause which invariably associates with non-eter- 
nity? That cause is the producer. 

3JT3 I JFWct ? 3W I f- 

<4^1^. 3ToqfH^KlTHH0^l I 3T ? 3T 

fWdwlRi i 


Opponent: Even understood like this, it is wrong. 


Why? 


Because that is possible in both the cases? The other sys- 
tematists hold so because of the non-violation of the rule since in the 
case of objects like cloth, whether produced or manifested, the 
destruction is surely observed. It should be alleviated, or it should 
not be held that it is applicable to something particular. 


1 <T*JT ^ W pTCTftT **TR[ | cTWl^- 


Proponent: No, because it would lead to the undesirable contingency 
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17. The knowledge is destructible but is revived again through other 
causes. Similarly, in the apprehension of the word the processes 
that the sound is produced at the sounding object and is 
destroyed after giving rise to another sound and so on and so 
forth. 

18. It appears that something is lacking in this sentence as it sup- 
ports rather than contradicting the viewpoint of the opponent. 

19. If the pot produces another pot, there would be a moment when 
both the pots serving as cause and that serving as an effect would 
be observed. 

20. The reading marked as doubtful by Pandeya could possibly be 
tulantayoh. 

21. This is actually the difference between the Buddhists and the 
Samkhya view about change. The change, in Buddhist theory, is 
the result of momentariness while according to the Samkhyas it 
is due to the manifestation of some other power different in na- 
ture to the earlier. 


KARIKA 13 


(Nature of the three constituents) 



■ctd TW: I 


cKU|chi)q cHT: 


THE SATTVA IS ACCEPTED TO BE BUOYANT AND IL- 


LUMINATING, THE RAJAS IS EXCITING AND MOBILE AND 
THE TAMAS IS SLUGGISH AND ENVELOPING. 


The word ‘only’ (eva) is construed at the end of each (expres- 
sion describing the constituents ). 

(Buoyancy and illumination) 

The sattva is accepted to be buoyant and illuminating only. 
That which is buoyant and illuminating in the course of performance 
of activity, should be accepted as of the nature of sattve. Buoyancy is 
the characteristic which is the cause of shooting up of the effect, and 
of the efficient functioning of all instruments. The illumination refers 
to the illumination of the other objects through (by) driving away the 
darkness which is the quality of the earth in the form of the shade (or 
shadow ). 1 That of the instruments is also to be taking place in due 
order m case of the object of determination, ideation and ascertain- 
ment. 2 


(Exciteness and mobility ) 

Tcri W 
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^1 cHP 
cTOTTWIK'q: 


«rf^T: * *j4*wta^Pd: I 
fT: <MI^4Mi ^|U||^didHrHHd^H u llcOrH I 


That which is exciting and mobile only in rajas. Whatever excit- 
ingness and mobility is observed, that should be understood as the 
form of rajas. Excitingness means special effort and mobility means 
the activity. The activity is of two kinds : of the nature of modification 
and of the nature of movement. Through the activity in the form of 
modification results the deprivation from the earlier characteristics 
in case of some object assisted by the other assisting conditions . 3 The 
activity in the form of movement is in the case of the activity like vital 
airs; the function of the motor organs like speech, etc., as also the 
going up, falling down and moving around in case of the substances. 


(Sluggishness and enveloping ) 


■J? CFT: I ddH^HlHTd WI- 



The tamas is sluggish and enveloping only. Whatever sluggish- 
ness and enveloping is found, should be understood as of the nature 
of tamas. The sluggishness is the characteristic conducing the effect 
to fall down and causing the inertness in the activity of instruments. 
The enveloping also is found in the effect in the form of concealing 
the other substance. It is also the impurity found in the instruments, 
which is opposite to illumination. In this form is the differentiation of 
the nature of sattva, etc., without intermixture, from which is 
deduced the manifoldness of these constituents . 4 


(All the Constituents occur in a single object ) 

W, W 3<qfrlRRl 3T3T ^cTcf 

I ^ TTfcT I $ft- 

I cffig TJTslir<5 tTrT^I 

°RT I ^ ^ *^3 I URHfn ^4 u ll^'Ml c l 

I I miTZU 3 n 4 <ITefOTFI 

^ oFRT: I ^4 cR: HlRd^RldRI# TjRT: I dRI- 

*ilRd | RF RRJRf I ^li u l\dHI I 

to I Wt* 
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As regards your statement 5 that due to the availability of the in- 
termixture of the nature of these constituents in case of a woman, a 
warrior and the cloud the single constituent is of three forms or all 
are of all forms or there is the origination of some other form already 
existed even before the origination (of these chacteristics in the con- 
stituent ), 6 we reply it is not so, because the main form is justified as 
the subordinate assists through its being secondary. For example, in 
case of milk, etc. The milk which has seen that the bile has got advan- 
cement in the mouth, etc., becomes subordinate to the bile itself and 
becomes pungent on account of its assistance rendered to that. It is 
not that it is originally of that nature. The sattva also which forms a 
constituent of the woman becomes subordinate to the rajas of the co- 
wife and produces misery through its service to that. (Similarly ) it 
produces delusion (when it becomes subordinate to) the tamas. 
Similarly, the rajas existing in the warrior becomes subordinate to the 
sattva found in the form of the wife of a noble man and to the tamas 
in the form of a miscreant. In the same way, the tamas existing in the 
cloud (becomes subordinate) to the sattva in the former and to the 
rajas in the case of the woman whose husband is away . 8 Therefore, 
there is no intermixture of the nature in the case of the constituents. 
Moreover, because their ( essential ) nature is perceived when they have 
not attained the position of subordinate, when they start to get subor- 
dinate position, and when they acquire someone neutral and having 
the past impressions of the same kind (i.e., the nature of the same 
constituent), they do so 9 in their own (unmixed) nature. Therefore, 
the nature of the constituents is unmixed. 


ans-n.^K 1 swnf? 1 


Opponent: No. because of the duobt. The attainment of other form is 
observed in both the ways in case of milk, etc., in their own 
form and in the modified form when they become mutually 
subordinate. How is it absolutely ascertained that the sattva, 
etc., attain other form due to their subordination and not 
through their very unmixed form ? 10 


3*qct- I ^ ^ 
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ft^lTl^ft: Slf^RIH I fH«HSR*Ur I wi- 



i:,*t^ ^«tH u i'W , n^r?Rr i 


Proponent: Because of the observation of variety (of form) in then- 
knowledge (i.e., in various forms). If the sattva existing in a 
woman is supposed to be apprehended in the essential pure 
form by the co-wife, it would lead to the undesirable contin- 
gency of its apprehension by the husband and also the neutral 
and the person having the similar past impressions in the same 
form . 11 This is, however, undesirable. Therefore, the observa- 
tion of the variety in the same constituent is of secondary form. 
Moreover, the apprehension of the sattva of the woman is ob- 
served in its essential form afterwards on account of its attain- 
ing the essential form; by the co-wives which have a single 
purpose and by those who are free from the past impressions . 12 
So also that (rajas) of the warriors by the wives of the noble 
men staying in their own house with their husbands. Same is the 
case with that (tamas ) of the clouds by the farmers who have 
cut their crops. Therefore, me observation of variety of their 
knowledge is secondary. Therefore, it is right that the con- 
stituents perform the function of generating each other , 13 and 
they are not of the intermixed nature. 

(Though opposite in nature the constituents 


work for a single purpose) 



^Ini 


<jfrl: II ^ II 





■<u1chcfc|^ 


As regards your statement that their co-existence does not hold 
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good because the sattva stands in contradiction to others, we reply, 
there does exist such a contradiction among the constituents . 14 

AND (THEIR) FUNCTION IS FOR A SINGLE PURPOSE JUST 
LIKE THAT OF THE LAMP. 


‘What holds good’ is the remaining sentence. Just as the func- 
tion of wick, fire and oil which are opposed to each other becomes 
completely permeated and remain together for a long time when they 
come together as the parts of a lamp for serving as a means for il- 
luminating, similarly, the function of sattva, rajas and tamas even 
though opposed to each other is completely permeated and co-exists, 
when they have become the means of single purpose after attaining 
the form of intellect, etc. 


WttcT ? 




Opponent: If it is argued that it is not established because there is no 
argument to prove it? It may be like this. What is that argument 
through which it is proved that the contradictory objects per- 
form the single act? 

M i <ra*n ^ 



Proponent : It is possible because of the relation of principal and subor- 
dinate. The subordinate opponent is not opposed to the prin- 
cipal because the former is for the service of the latter. Hence, 
they can act together. The relation of co-existence, of course, is 
not found between the two objects having the equal power. So 
states lord Varsaganya “The form in excess and the function in 
excess contradict the other form and function (which are 
similarly in excess) and those (form and function) in their ordi- 
nary condition co-exist with those which are in excess .” 15 For 
example, water and fire (co-exist) in the act of cooking and 
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perspiration, the shade and light in the act of manifesting the 
subtle form, the cold and heat for the maintenance of the 
generation. Thus, the co-existence of sattva, rajas and tamas is 
proved just as that in the case of (the components of) lamp 
even though they are opposed in nature. 


(Mention of six characteristics does not imply the six constituents) 




f^FTT TpiT: I 

u: sngcrfti*hi 



ipiiJIW'l: | 'DweKU|l«TT JR 

qS'Juil: I 3m I 

JTFdt 7 J n TT’K<-d3T -^<*1 TPT I qcj'A- 

d'flrHTci I 

f? T'3RTtSjpTT3^ , T T r35<TTm533>RT3!|3 *Rfcf <RT 

ipiMl^ehW Wl I MliKM ^TTTW^^TfrT: I cfWT^d'TI- 
MR*HI<Hr<UIHI^c|l3 TTOfa: I 3f^^ m^MM^Ilfdrd I 

3^MT3R^ g W>T qu^iRfq | 

WT^PT -yriHT 3^f*l3 ^8j 3 ^rfrhH l>«ird‘WRW^Cf?dl^ I 33 3T^T- 
dcH+t^RSK: I 

Opponent : As regards your statement that the constituents are many 
due to the differentiation of their nature in respect of being 
buoyant, etc., we state : 


If it is held that the constituents are many (being different 
from each other) having different characteristics, they come to be six 
constituents because of their having six characteristics. 

If manyness among the sattva, etc., is due to the difference of 
the characteristics like buoyancy, etc., there is the differentiation of 
the buoyancy and illumination. Hence, there arises the undesirable 
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contingency of granting it as two contituents. Similarly, the rajas also 
comes to be two on account of excitement and mobility and the 
tamas also comes to be two on account of its sluggishess and en- 
veloping. If you hold that the buoyancy and illumination are non-dif- 
ferent, they should not be spoken to be different. Or, if they are 
different but the difference in cognition is not desirable, it comes to 
mean that the constituent is one only. As regards your statement that 
there is the attainment of the principal form (by the constituent) be- 
cause of the service rendered through subordination by the subor- 
dinate, we reply: 

If the saitvc after attaining the subordinate form gives (lit. ac- 
complishes) misery, the dissimilarity (of it with rajas) being ended, 
the earlier objection 16 is not alleviated. 

If sattva attains the form of the rajas as it becomes subordinate 
to the rajas and renders its service to the rajas, the notion of other in- 
dependent form of each of the constituents comes to an end and, 
thus, it leads to the conclusion that each constituent is of three forms. 
Or (we get the idea that) there is origin of some other already exis- 
tent form. Therefore, the answer to our objection remains only an 
empty declaration because the defect shown earlier is not alleviated. 
As regards your statement that on account of observation of their na- 
ture when they have not become subordinate, we state ‘even a seer 
cannot cognise them without their state of subordination’. Even to 
great seer what is cognizable is only the action of the constituents 
and not their state of existing in potential form because such state is 
not cognizable. In that case their attainment of state of the principal 
and subordinate is compulsory. Thus, the concept of constituents is 
abandoned by the one desiring to avoid the defects. 17 Or, even 
streched too far there is no alleviation of the defect of their intermix- 
ture of nature. 




?fcr I ft ^ I T W 

' WU I H M d 5 I ^ 

AmfrcffriRRl I 
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'yJJTCT ?ft I T ^ *rfrfr TT*TT«f ?cq^lft ^T: I 

^■gq^jlHi Ur^cf I ^T^RT ^PT faTOJjRSfTC- 

flflfiSfHlq'WH 1 3 U THT I W ^di^kr^NH 1 

?ft falFTC ffir I ^HMVKHi ft ^Tcf^unft^fts^PTR *Rft I flOTT *TftFR^ 



Proponent : As regards your statement that there arises the un- 


desirable contingency of admitting six constituents in case of 
the one who speaks of the differetiation of the constituents 
through the differentiation of their peculiar characteristics, be- 
cause two characteristics are associated with each of the con- 
stituents, (we reply) it is not the case. 

Why? 

Because there cannot be the relation of subordinate and prin- 
cipal in case of the two (of the qualities of the constituents). It is ob- 
served here that the state of subordinate and principal takes place in 
case of one object with the other object which is different as it is ex- 
plained in case of a woman, warrior and the cloud. There is no rela- 
tion of mutual subordination and principal between buoyancy and 
illumination; between excitingness and mobility; and between slug- 
gishness and enveloping. These are the qualities and not the other 
object and, hence, there arises no undesirable contingency of the 
constituents' being six. 18 Moreover, it is not well established. It is not 
well established anywhere that there are as many substances as 
qualities. There in no investigation (or argumentation) of a case 
through unestablished facts. Moreover, because there arises the un- 
desirable contingency of absolute differentiation. There arises the un- 
desirable contigency of absolute differentiation in case of the one 
who declares the differentiation through the difference of peculiar 
characteristics because the characteristics are found associated dif- 
ferently with each object, (and, hence,) each object would be unique. 
If this is undesirable, it should not be stated that the constituents are 
six on account of different characteristics. 

The objection that the earlier defect is not alleviated because 
of attainment of the principal form by the subordinate one, is also 
wrong. 

Why? 

Because we have spoken of the secondary sense. We have 
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repeatedly stated that the variety in the understanding (or 
knowledge) of the constituents is in the secondary sense . 19 And, the 
secondary sense is not real. Hence, yor are making an effort at a 
wrong place. Your statement that the sattva, etc., which have not at- 
tained the state of principal and subordinate connot be known even 
by the seers, is right. As regards your statement that the attainment 
of the subordinate and the principal state refers to the effect (i.e., is 
found in the case of effect) and as such it depends upon the complete 
existence of the effect, (our reply is as follows). The woman, warrior 
and the cloud are the subject of discussion. It is understood that the 
constituents do not attain the subordinate state in them. The words 
giving general sense are restricted to a particular sense through con- 
text. For example , if it is stated at the time of taking meals ‘bring 
saindhave (meanig both horse and salt)’, the understanding is with 
reference to the salt and not to horse, etc. Therefore, the mention of 
faults in a great system of philosophy with no consideration of the 
context is like a statement of children . 20 Thus, through the mention 
of the peculiar characteristics of the constituents, the three con- 
stituents are established. 


KARIKA 13 


1. The sense is that the earth abounds in tamas and thus is having 
the quality of darkness and enveloping. If the sttva would not il- 
lumine the objects, they would have always got darkness. 

2. In the theory of the Samkhyas the senses proceed to the respec- 
tive activity of their own and are not prompted by any external 
instrumentality. The self-motivation for activity is due to rajas 
and less quantity of tamas. 

3. The change in the objects is caused by rajas. 

4. The manifoldness of the constituents is inferred from their un- 
mixed qualities because the constituents are supra sensuovs and 
hence their manifoldness cannot be directly cognised. 

5. As this statement is not available in the present text, it can be as- 
sumed that it may have been made in that part of the text which 
is not available to us. Similar assumption should be made in 
similar cases in the other parts of the commentary on this 
Karika. 

6. The meaning is that a woman, a warrior and the clouds are ob- 
served to have the qualities of all the constituents as they are 
pleasurable to some, painful to other and causing indifference to 
the rest. Therefore, if it is admitted that the dominance of a cer- 
tain constituent the rise of certain feeling each of the con- 
stituents would be considered as having all these forms or it 
should be admitted that a new quality is manifested in these con- 
stituents. 

7. The sense is that in a warrior rajas abounds but it excites 
pleasure in the wife of a noble man because in that case the rajas 
becomes subordinate to sattva. Similarly, it becomes subordinate 
to the tamas in the miscreant when the latter shows indifference 
to it. 

8. The sense is like manifests like’. Though every object is com- 
posed of three constituents but one of them gets dominance 
when it comes in contact with a similar constituents and the rest 
of the constituents start assisting it. For example, a beautiful 
woman gives pleasure to her husband as when the sattva of the 
husband gets dominated when it fmds sattva of his wife 
dominated. As a matter of fact, this theory of Samkhya cannot 
explain as to why does the rajas of the wife does not cause 
dominance of the rajas of her husband. Thus, the dominance of 
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one constituent in one object and the dominance of the same in 
the other are inter-dependent for their knowledge. 

9. i.e. they act according to their own nature giving rise to pleasure, 
etc. 

10. Milk is changed in taste when it modifies itself into curds, etc. 
When it is not subordinate to anything else, as also in the mouth 
of the one having advancement of bile. Similarly, it cannot be 
absolutely ascertained in case of constituents also whether they 
change the form of own or after their becoming subordinate to 
the other. 

11. The sense is that if the sattva is apprehended in its own form of 
giving pleasure, it should be of this nature in everyone. Thus, the 
sattva of a woman should equally give pleasure to the co-wives as 
well as an indifferent person. It is, however, not so. Therefore, 
it is proved that the constituents are not apprenended always in 
their unmixed form. 

12. It refers to the situation when the beautiful woman is seen objec- 
tively without favour or prejudice towards her. Such a situation 
arises when persons come together and work for a single pur- 
pose without individual interest. Thus, when all the co-wives act 
for a single purpose of pleasing the king, the beautiful woman is 
seen in its own form. 

13. The text here gives a clue for the interpretation of the expression 
anyonyajananavrttayah on which the commentary is not avail- 
able. The expression according the Y.D. means to give rise to 
the function of one constituent by becoming subordinate to it. 

14. The objector is objecting against mutual co-existing of the con- 
stituents with an impression that the objects of mutually opposed 
nature cannot act together. 

15. The Quotstion occurs in the Yogabhasya 3.13. As informed by 
Chakrabarti Vacaspati ascribes it there to Pancasikha. The 
Yogabhasya quotes it to establish the non-contradiction between 
the past and present states as also between the present and the 
future states of an object. The Yuktidipika, however, proves that 
when the form or function is in the states of pre-dominance over 
each. Other, there is the contradiction but when one remains as 
subordinate to the other, there is no contradiction between 
them. 

16. It refers to the objection that each of the constituents is of many 
forms and not of one. It is clear from the next sentence. 
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17. The fundamental position that the constituents are not percep- 
tible but are inferred through their activities is given up at the 
cost of defending the theory that each of the constituents has a 
distinct nature of its own. 

18. Single object may contain many qualities. Thus, the qualities do 
not bring out the differentiation into object. It is the differentia- 
tion of objects only which may serve as the basis for differentiat- 
ing the objects sepcrately. 

19. In fact the constituents cannot be known separately. The 
knowledge of each is spoken in the secondary sense. 

20. The sense is that through the context it is clear that the con- 
stituents attain the state of principal and subordinate in the ex- 
ample of woman, warrior and the cloud given above. But the ar- 
gument of the opponents depends upon the fact that they do not 
attain the state of principal and subordinate. 


KARIKA 14 


(Undistinguishableness. etc., in Cosmic matter) 


m- 



^ nRiHTioq ?f<T ? 


Opponent : How should the non-discriminative and the group of 
other qualities be determined ? 


■qf^rpr faFI: (51U)I 



^qi^TJDTfwN: I <HT MWVftd ^ 1 'Mdlfd <$T- 



WlflRlMKRjUIW: I 


Proponent : THE QUALITIES OF NON-DISCRIMINATIVE, 

ETC., ARE ESTABLISHED BY THEIR NATURE OF 

BEING COMPOSED OF THE THREE CONSTITUENTS. 

Whatever is composed of the three constituents is non-dis- 
criminative, object of knowledge, common, non-conscious and 
productive. (Ka. 11). 

If it is asked how is it known (the reply is ) 

BECAUSE OF THEIR ABSENCE IN THE OPPOSITE OF THAI? 

Because the opposite of that composed of three constituents is 
the conscious entity. The objectivity, non-consciousness and produc- 
tivity are not found in that. We shall establish it later on. Therefore, 
through elimination there is non-contradiction of these qualities in 
case of the manifest. 2 

0$1>U) I df«nT ^ 
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Opponent : You have stated earlier that the cosmic matter also is 
similar to that (Ka. 11). How, then, it should be understood 
that cosmic matter also is composed of the three costituents, 
etc.? 

cbUd|^uurit<^rcii^i4wiodTh*lfM H V* H 

|| ^ || 

Propenent : THE NON-MANIFEST IS ALSO ESTABLISHED 
(TO BE SO) ON THE GROUND THAT THE EFFECT IS 
OF THE NATURE OF CAUSE. 

It is observed here that the effect like a cloth is of the nature of 
the cause. And, the properties as composed of the three constituents, 
etc., are found in the manifest. Therefore, it is possible to infer that 
its cause is also of the same nature. The authority has merely men- 
tioned the theory here. We shall adduce the logical justification for it 
at proper occasions. 


KARIKA 14 


1 The compound is dissolved as tasya (gunasya) viparyaye abhavat. 

2. This is established through sesavat type of inferance that these 
qualities are found in the manifest objects. 


KARIKA-15 


*PT:, 3Tf^Tcl I ^ ^ 


^t^^StyrTT^ JJMt ^H<l<lHIHrH 
#1: 1 3T«T ^FTtTo^ ^ <i?Tcfamft ■*K' J IMf'P<ftU- 


Opponent : If the properties of the effect are found in the cause, 
there arises the undesirable contingency of being caused, etc., 
in the case of the cosmic matter because there is no difference 


between the two (cause and effect). If the existence of the 
properties perceived in the effect is admitted in cause also, 
there arises the undesirable contingency of existence of the 
properties like having a cause, etc., in the cosmic matter be- 
cause these are observed in the effect. If inspite that they are 
commonly found in the effect, the properties like having a 
cause, etc., are not desired in the cause, in that case the exist- 


ence of others also should not be admitted in the cause. 

farto i Ttai <j f^rr- 

^ I 1^)44^ (FT 

^RK^tPtRt W( I 3TpFT^T^ 

I 3T^KT^T: ^^S«5WTTS^%TpT <TT^JT: «FJT- 

U!m^c||^|4^c| <FT ^RftRr^JFF; I 

qf^f^T:| fcT^T ^ 


I 


Proponent : No, because their exception is known because of their op- 
position in nature. There arises the undesirable contingency of 
the occurrence of the properties like having a cuase, etc., in the 
cause through the probans that the effect is of the nature of 
cause. However, their exception is known through the opposi- 
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tion of the nature of effect and the cause. 

How? 

If the properties like having a cause, etc., are found in the cos- 
mic matter on the ground of their occurrence in the manifest, the 
cosmic matter would be an effect on account of being a product, and 
it would not be a cause. And, being destructible and on account of 
being non-eternal, not favouring others, and non-pervasive, etc., it 
would be devoid of the power of giving rise to varions products. 
Since the properties like not having a cause, etc., are admitted in the 
manifest, then without the possibility of the cause of those kinds, they 
would not be the effect at all. The properties like non-discriminative, 
etc., do not mutually oppose the nature even while existing in both. 
Therefore, because of the acceptance of the relation of cause and ef- 
fect, the properties like having a cause, etc., form the exception. The 
existence of the others in the cause is established . * 1 

(Similarity between manifest and cosmic matter presupposes 
the existence of cosmic matter ) 

<+l44K«mi=IIHr^^: I f? °HdTf|aT<w4t: <*KUk4 
Wtf I I I 

Opponent : Your statement that the non-manifest also is proved (to 
be so), because the effect is of the nature of the cause, is also 
wrong. 

Why? 

Because the relation of effect and cause is not well-established 
between the manifest and the non-manifest. This would have been 
the case if the manifest and the non-manifest would be established as 
the effect and cause mutually. That is, however, not established. 
Therefore, it is wrong. 

cfrl4'W u T , TT4tS!sry«£:,^4 'M4^K u l^ldlHr^r*< l -^Rl'SI I 'T'T 

^fd^dlTd I d^l^H I I 

I 3 TOR TTeflfTO fcR i 

dWI<<jrt^d<4ird I 

If it is argued that on account of lack of a particular (reason) 
both are similar ? It may be like this. As you said that the relation of 
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cause and effect is not well established in case of the manifest and 
the non-manifest, we also state that the non-establishment of the 
relation of cause and effect between them is also not established. 
Since there is no particularity, both the aspects will be similar. 

That is. however, wrong. 

Why? 

Because of the non-establishment of the existence. It is right 
that there would be the similarity of both (the aspects) if the par- 
ticularity is not put forward. The particularity here is that existence 
of the non-manifest is not established. Therefore, it is wrong. 

i qrf I Ndi[c;4>i4 

^ faff'd I ^ 3W WOT c^'drftfd I I ? 3A+MI<1 ! 

^ I I I ?RT«TT Riqi- 

I *RT9 | qsisiT *JSTR*qt 

’dildlHIH I q^qfqtsq Hiqiftcj- 

3*Tqtsq ■+K u l|oHdl UddRPd ? 

If it is argued that there is the justification for the existence of 
the non-manifest because the effect presupposes the cause and the 
manifest is the effect ? It may be like this. The effect is observed as 
produced from the cause. If the effects like pot are taken to be non- 
manifest (before and after their worldly existence) because of 
their nature of being known, it also deserves to have some cause; and 
whatever is the cause of that is the non-manifest itself. 

That is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because of certainty. Here, the accidental origination of the ef- 
fect is also observed just as that of a rainbow; the origination of non- 
existent from delusion (is also observed) just as the maya, dream, 
jugglery, mirage, a fire brand and the city of the gandharvas (a class 
of semi-gods); it is also observed as taking place from some existent 
cause just as that of the pot, etc., from clay, etc. If the effect is non- 
manifest, there arises the doubt as to whether its origination is ac- 
cidental like that of rainbow, or from an existent cause like that of 
pot, etc. 

(Proofs for the existence of cosmic matter) 
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-MCHRf*id (TFT *RT 3(qfrf^gT I ^J«TT 

<1 u §<n<* u IMI*t I HRfHdl ^ddddRr^dd^lddgl’JjffiWter: I cTWTcFTr^iR 0 ! 1 ^- 
^d>T: I d’K’d dd 0 ^ 1 ! I 

II ^<lfaefiTqi <^Mlf^ WT W 3F5TRT 

WR^II 

Proponent : The manifest is not causeless, or accidental and not from 
a non-existent cause as well. 

Why? 

(Finiteness of objects) 

BECAUSE OF FINITE NATURE OF THE SPECIFIC OBJECT. 


The finite object is observed to originate from the existent 
(cause) just like the origination of the roof, sprout, leaf, stalk, husk, 
chaff, &wn, flower, sap and the particles of rice. The specifc objects 
like intellect, egoism, senses, sublte elements and the gross elements 
are finite in magnitude. Therefore, they arise from an existent cause. 
Whatever is the cause of these, is the non-manifest. 


Here ends the third discourse of the commentary Yuktidipika 
on SUmkhyakarika as also the first chapter. 

3M- ? 3w£<HIHfa I 3T^Rf iftt 


Opponent : For what reason does the non-manifest exist ? Because 
the limited magnitude is observed in case of the non-existent 
specific objects as well. 


If it is argued that it (the above reason )is not conclusive? It 
may be like this. The limited magnitude is found in case of the 
specific objects like maya, dream, jugglery, etc. Therefore, the reason 
in not absolute. 

i t fwitsfH di-^RPd ! 

M’idlWId-d I 
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Proponent : This is not the case. 


Why? 

There is no restriction in their case that they should originate 
from this much and not from others . 3 The intellect, etc., which disap- 
pear at the state of dissolution, originate from the specific cause only. 
Therefore, the reason is conclusive. 



I TTc 4 , 


Opponent : The limited magnitude is not settled because it is not 
found in the two periods of time (past and future). It is true 
that the intellect, etc., are possessed of magnitude at the 
present time only because it is known so through perception 
and inference. Their limited magnitude is not well known (to 
exist ) in the past and the future time. Therefore, it is wrong. 


<TRT5f iftT'JWISWn: 


Proponent : It is not so because no proof is found for the opposite 
case as well. It is possible to infer that at present time these 
objects are finite. They are not known so or otherwise in their 
past and future periods of time. Therefore, there arises no un- 
desirable contingency of uncertainty with regard to their finite 
magnitude . 4 


m, 1 ^ tfWT- 

wt MRm u i i ^ ptpt^ arfpr ttcRmt 

SRTcfoi xf <{faH0yiHR, ^Rf^l ifcT I 

I ? 3T , ^rrac[ I PHP4 s(<^K^'TK , *idHrW I PFTT- 


Opponent : Because the identity of all products is not settled. The 
magnitude of the (finite) products of intellect, etc., like the 
gods, men and the animal and also that of the pot, etc., connot 
be established . 5 


If you argue that the argument is wrong because it is included 
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in generality? It may be like this. The generality of the gross elements 
is found in ca$e of the bodies, and the generality of the earth, etc., is 
found in case of the pot, etc., and since those (causes ) are finite in 
magnitude, these would also be finite in magnitude . 6 


This is also wrong. 


Why? 


Because of the absence (of generality). The generality accord- 
ing to you, is not something different from the substance, because 
you have postulated generality as the similarity of form itself . 6 

I hRIhcii ^TtrOTRT- 

HMRiRRi i 3 i 



Proponent : No, there is no possibility of different essence (in dif- 
ferent types of the same object). What we intend to say is that 
the specific objects are limited in magnitude due to the dif- 
ferentiation in essence of the elements. We have expressed also 
the same as we have stated above. If there is variety of essence, 
you should speak. Your statement that there is no justification 
for generality as a distinct element in your theory is true. (In 
this respect), we say that we also do not reject the practical ac- 
tivities through that kind of generality. Therefore, it is estab- 
lished that the non-manifest exists because the specific objects 
are finite in magnitude. 

(Homogeneity) 


l ' 


3tftd %^t 


Moreover 


BECAUSE OF HOMOGENEITY 


It is observed here that whatever is found in many specific ob- 
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jects (i.e., the homogeneous element in many specific objects) exists 
(as the essence of them) just as the clay in the case of pot, etc. The 
word, etc., are homogeneou in respect of pleasure, pain and indif- 
ference. Therefore, these (pleasure, etc.,) exist. When these pleasure, 
etc., exist without particularity, that state is the non-manifest. There- 
fore, the non-manifest exists. 





Opponent : No, because it is not established. It is not established that 
the pleasure, etc., are commonly found in the word, etc. 


Through which reason should it be understood? 

faRPT I <mr '-sKHlftfa: I dWNlfclfe' 


Proponent : Because it serves as the cause of that. It is ob- 
served here that there arises in the beings the knowledge in the form 
of pleasure, pain and indifference due to the contact of word, touch, 
form, taste and smell, in accordance with the particular type of the 
past impressions of the beings. Whatever produces a paricular type 
of knowledge, that (quality) exists in the object of knowledge just as a 
fragment (is endowed with the fragrance) of sandalwood, etc. There- 
fore, the homogeneity is not disproved . 8 

fWT: I ft <rff 3rf^H¥Klf< I ? T 

*p R^ | cTPTI- 

Opponent : The homogeneity is unestablished . 



Why? 

Because of the observation of the effect of dissimilar nature. 

This is not a rule that the effect arises as similar to the cause. 
On the contrary, it is of dissimilar nature as in the case of fire smoke 
and word. 

How ? 

The fire is not of the nature of grass, etc.; nor is the smoke of 
the nature of fire; nor is the word of the nature of drum, stick, etc. 
Therefore, it is merely a wishful thinking that the pleasure, etc., are 
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found in the word, etc. 

I ^ ^ ^TFT fa^K: fl'w|inl < t‘t> fft I f^F flff ’ I T3 ; 5n'- 

WPT^:^ dW fa+K ffir I dWK^dct I I 

m 3TT^q : HT^SRffa I ^FTTct? I 

<TO*TT 3TT^^qFT ^ ^4x|<HHrd+ir<TH^dl^^^^l^^g I 

H tfMKlHi Jt°MI+K: I *k1fa<*>K: *K: I 

tFMT I 


Proponent : No, because of the specification .We have specified in 
the beginning that the word, etc., are of the nature of pleasure 
,etc. The notion in the form of pleasure , etc., arises in their as- 
sociation only. Therefore, they do not belong to different 
genus. Your statement that there arises the undesirable contin- 
gency of admitting that the evolutes of the cosmic matter are 
not of the genus of the cosmic matter because of the observa- 
tion of the origination of the fire, etc., as dissimilar to their 
causes, is wrong. 

Why? 

Because the sense intended is not understood (by you). We do 
not say that effect is of the genus of that whose modification it is . On 
the contrary, (we accept that) to whatever genus a particular effect 
belongs, it is the effect of that. Therefore, this is wrong. Moreover, 
because of the non-establishment of the example. 


The example that the fire, etc., do not correspond to the genus 
of their cause, is not established. 

Why? 

Because of the fact that they (fire, etc.,) follow the powers and 
potencies (of their causes). To explain, fire and smoke follow the vis- 
cidity of skin and pipe of sandal wood, etc., as also the sharpness, 
etc., (of the fuel). Word is a product of a drum, but it does not subsist 
in the form of the drum only. It is still to be proved that the word is 
manifested by the stroke of the stick just as (the object is) manifested 
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by the lamp. Anyone of the form, etc., also is not of the form of a sub- 
stance because they are the attributes of the colection. Therefore, the 
word is not a modification of the drum 9 Thus, the statement that 
homogeneity is not established because of the observation of the 
origination of the effect of some dissimilar' nature, is wrong. There- 
fore, it is right that the non-manifest exists on account of 
homogeneity. 

(Potency of Functioning) 


If? ^Iddl liRf JflRbd: I cRM 

Tl%: H<*Pd<PW I 

3>l4ddlTt<6l^ M^friRfrl I 3)dWWlPM TJFRqT 'iPdd^H I' 


Moreover, 


BECAUSE THE FUNCTIONING IS DUE TO POTENCY. 


Whatever functioning is observed here in the world, it is all due 
to the potency, It is just as the activity of the potter for producing the 
pot is due to the potency in the form of arrangement of the instru- 
ments like stick . 10 Since the manifest is an effect, its activity is due to 
that (potency). Therefore, there should be (admitted) the potency in 
case of that also. Whatever is the potency, is the non-manifest it- 
self . 11 Therefore, the non-manifest exists. 

(Potency is not born at the time of activity) 


m, | Tfc M^PdRPd 

^F^Pd df >-M dld^RM!Rd^d<N?H I ^71^ 

I -qfz feWRT : ^dPdd'H^ 

srfZT ^IrFT I <TT 3 I 


V)Prt>'<^dl^xt.WlPj P^lP^l VlftMWl^dd^H. I 
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: I CRTS' 


^T*TR: I 3T?T *TT WFTT^qf^rra: cR f*RHT 



7RFRT SRRfT: 


WTFT 




Opponent : Before the commencement of the activity there is no 
potency because the activity is not observed (at that time). If 
the activity is caused by the potency, you should admit that as 
long as the activity is not observed, that potency also is not 


there; this becomes contingent. 
Why? 


If in the presence of the potency there is no effect, there arises 
the undesirable contingency of absence of the essential nature (of the 
potency). If the potency, even though present, would not give rise to 
the effect due to some obstruction, the potency would come to be im- 
potency. Therefore, the potencies of the objects originate at the lime 
of activity only due to the comimg together of the other assisting ob- 
jects. And, those potencies meet the destruction then and there. The 
statement that there is the potency for producing the manifest also 
because the potency is observed before the activity also, is wrong. 
Moreover , there is no justification of the postulation of the difference 
or non-difference (from cosmic matter). Here, the potency may be 
the cosmic matter itself or differnt from the cosmic matter. 

What ensues from this discussion ? 

If the potency is the cosmic matter itself, the difference of 
potencies is understood from the difference of effefets; thus, it gives 
rise to the undesirable contingency of manifoldness of the cosmic 
matter due to the difference of potencies . 12 Or, on account of the 
oneness of the cosmic matter, there will arise the undesirable contin- 
gency of onesss of powers which are not different from the cosmic 
matter. From this will result the absence of manifoldness of the ef- 
fects . 13 If with a view that the above defect may not arise, the dif- 
ference of the potencies from the cosmic matter is accepted, even 
when the different potencies are established through activities, it be- 
comes contingent that the existence of the cosmic matter is not estab- 
lished (through this reasoning ). 14 Moreover, the statement (of 
description ) of the nature of cosmic matter becomes contingent. After 
admitting the difference of the cosmic matter from the potencies, it 
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becomes impossible to describe that this is the essential form of the 
cosmic matter in its own (unevolved) form. Therefore, on account of 
the impropriety of the postulation of the difference or non-difference 
(between the cosmic matter and potencies)the potency should not be 
postulated. 


3^331- 353F 31333313: 313 3TS3f%5- 

I 3>K U I 3>l4 3%3: I 3 3 3TT% , 1T3 1 

3H3ff%3% 31%: WM^hIhRI 3T3 ffl: 3, 3%33[gT3n31 1 WIT 3%- 
333 33Tf^T3FRTf%TftcT I 3T«T 3 

3I3HIR1 I 3 3 ?1333t 3% H<l4W W3R3lf%T3I%f3 I 3T313T 

F: 33T3[ I 3 3TS3%%r%3T3*31: TWR 3313; I 33J3F 3T33Hft- 
3lf%315%3 %3 313 ^3: -3K%3f*5: 
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%3 I f3TTWI31T%t3q3333*1331 1 3T3Tft 33%333t 313% y*TOT*3WT33TT3 
f33ET33F33T33% ?T333^F3p3%%Wft%y3ftft I 33 7rf%333TT333%- 
Pm 33%ft I W333P1I 33331? f3Tm3T%333333 : 3331 1 %T U3 
f33TWT3T3333f%53F33 311333%33ft 3 *J3: 33F3%3T3f%3Tt3f3 ? f% 
33331 1 3^3S3%33f3W3t I ^n%3I331IcTT333% 3 3T33TT % %3 3331: %33*3- 
33T3 %3 3133 3fW33F: I 3T333%33f 3T3Ffai 33f%FT% f%TTCT: I 
3f3 3lf% I 313331? 3%35%33[ I W331%T% 3^353I33113I3f3 %3 %31 
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%3 %3T 3% 333331T3 3 f3333f3 %3 3T3fft 33%3Rlf3 I 31Wf% 33% 
?T3F3lS3ft35% I 


Proponent : As regards (your) statement that since no activity is ob- 
served before the activity, there is no potency, we reply, it is 
not so , because it is not well established. The cause is the poten- 
cy and the activity is the effect. It is not established in the world 
that there is no effect when it is not oberved. As regards the 
statement that in the absence of the production of the effect 
the essential nature of the potency is abandoned, we reply, it is 


78 


YuktidTpika 


not so, because there is the example of lamp. It is just as there 
is the potency of illuminating the pot, etc., in the lamp, but it 
cannot illumine the pot, etc., due to the capacity of the obstruc- 
tion in the form of a wall, etc., it cannot (in this case) be said 
that the capacity of lamp to illumine is incapable. In the same 
way, there may be the potency of the other objects also before 
activity. Nor would there be the abandonment of its essential 
nature due to the non-observation of the activity (at that time). 
As regards your statement that there is the origination of the 
potency in the objects at the time of the activity itself due to the 
association (or collecting together) of the assisting objects, we 
reply: it is not established because it depends upon the potency. 
Here, all the agents depend upon their own potency and select 
the assisting objects in accordance with the capability of that 
(his own potency). If that would not exist before the activity of 
that, there would be the undesirable contingency of non-select- 
ing the means because the nature of the means is not ascer- 
tained without such potency . 15 This is, however, not desirable . 
Therefore, the potency does exist before activity. As ragards 
your statement that its destruction takes place then only (im- 
mediately after activity), we reply, it is not so, because the com- 
pletion of the effect is observed. If destruction would take 
place at the time of the activity itself, there would not have 
been the completion of the effect because the effect is caused 
by that, (completion) is, however, there.Therefore, the destruc- 
tion of the potency does not take place at the time of activity it- 
self. 

If it is argued that the completion of the effect takes place due 
to the origination of uniting together (i.e., series) of the similar 
potencies, we reply, no because there is no possibility of origination 
at the very time of destruction. It would be like this. When the one 
potency is destroyed after accomplishing the part to be accomplished 
within a moment, there arises another potency similar to that and 
when that is destroyed, the other originates and so on and so forth. 
Thus, through the continuity of potency the completion of the effect 
takes place. This is also wrong. 
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Why? 

Because there is no possibility of origination at the time of 
destruction. What is the reason (to determine) that the potency 
which is (born) new at the time of destruction completes the effect, 
and the old itself does not subsist. Moreover, because the defect of 
immutability is alleviated. We have already stated the alleviation of 
the defect of undesirable contingency of immutability of all the ob- 
jects arising through postulating the existence of the object after a 
moment. Therefore, there is no destruction of the potencies at the 
time of activity. Nor does it take place after the activity. 


Why? 

Because the activity is observed again also. 

If it is argued that the other activity takes place when the new 
potency is produced, (we reply), no, because there is no reason. 
What is the reason to determine that the other (fresh ) potency aris- 
ing after the destruction of the earlier serves as the cause of the other 
activity, and not the same. 


If it is argued that it is because the earlier has served its pur- 
pose, we reply, it is not so because it is not admitted by us. The 
potency is not admitted for the purpose of a single pot. In that case, 
it does not perish after completing a single pot; the pots are sup- 
posed to be accomplished through the same reason. Therefore, the 
potencies subsist in all the three periods of time. 


■M^-Rd^d-d 3T* TTfo: I 

RfcRcdlfd I dWMmii)d>cdHdl H MPdf fd I <vidl^d»1dl- 

HrdMfdRfd I I ddfdd'dd') 

I ^Pddi 


As regards your further statement that there is no propriety in 
postulating either of the difference or non-difference (or the poten- 
cies from the cosmic matter), we reply, if the potencies be non-dif- 
ferent from the cosmic matter, there arises no undesirable 


80 


Yuktidipika 


contingency of admitting manifoldness (of cosmic matter) or the 
oneness of the potencies. 


Why? 


Because the usage of number depends upon knowledge and 
through the rejection of the cause of knowledge it is of the nature of 
the potency of the cosmic matter. Here also, the usage of number 
depends upon knowledge. 


Why? 


Whatever gives rise to the knowledge of non-difference, is one, 
and at the state of cosmic matter the potencies give rise to the 
knowledge of one because all the differentiations are marged there. 
Therefore, the potency is one only and on account of the knowledge 
of differentiation at the time of activity, it attains differentiation in 
the form of potency of the gods, potency of men, etc. Therefore, 
these (potencies) do not come to be one and, hence, it is not that 
there is no propreity in the postulation of its difference or non-dif- 
frentiation (from cosmic matter ). 16 

If it is argued that the potencies cannot be understood to exist in 
the non-manifest through their being observed in the manifest? It may 
be like this. The potency and the activity are observed in case of 
manifest only and not the non-manifest. In some respect the manifest 
is proved as different from this potentiality and not the cosmic matter. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is proved through the inference based on generalo 
bservation. Just as after obs ending the attainment of some other place 
through activity in case of Devadatta, the act of moving in case of 
planets, which is absolutely non-perceptible, is inferred through their 
attainment of the other place. Similarly, on account of control of ac- 
tivity by the potency and on account of abundance of activity in the 
manifest the absulutely invisible potency should be admitted. Thus is 
established that due to the fact that the activity is caused by potency, 
the unmanifest exists. 


(Difference between cause and effect) 




^K u l ^ <t>k u l<*>l4 fl4]R*fFT: 1?^ ^K u lfH<; ^4- 
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I <ra*lT WfreRTW'JIlf^: I 3rfw +KU|<+l4ft^l'IWWirc;- 

Moreover, 

BECAUSE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CAUSE AND 
EFFECT. 

The compound ‘cause and effect’ denotes the cause as well as 
the effect. The difference between those two is denoted by the ex- 
pression ‘difference between the cause and effect’. The difference 
between the cause and the effect refers to the difference through the 
knowledge putting them separately as ‘this is the cause and ‘this is 
effect’. That difference is observed to be caused by the objects exist- 
ing separately just is the case with bed, seat, charriot and foot, etc. 
There is certainly the differentiation into cause and effect in case of 
the manifest. Therefore, it is also caused by the separately existent 
objects. Whatever is that separately existent object, is the unmanifest. 

3TT!?, R ff ^K u l4)l4f^^T 7 T: I 

I 

Opponent : It is wrong because it (the difference through causal rela- 
tion) is not observed. No differentiation into cause and effect is 
experienced in case of bed, etc. Therefore, this is wrong . 

I 

Proponent : No, since the effect and cause are synonymous with the 
favouring and the favoured, there is intended the relation of ac- 
complished and the accomplisher in the form of the effect and 
the cause. What is then the relation of the favoured and the 
favouring? That does exist in case of the bed, etc., and the 
manifest. Therefore, this statement is not wrong (or carelessly 
made). 

(constituents are mutually cause and effect) 

Opponent : What is the relation of being mutually effect and cause in 
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case of the manifest ? 

W JpjfrT'fefMm MlciW'irdPNKW+l ($L U) ^I^IdH I 



MMHlfd I ^oHldldi ^dHl^fdOi 

3FQS citaisi«im*R SK^: I 


Proponent : The way there is the activity of the constituents , viz., sat- 
tva, rajas and tamas by favouring each other through their at- 
tributes of illuminating, activity and restraint, we have 
explained so under the aphorism that they are of the nature of 
pleasure, pain and indifference (ka. 12). The identity of sub- 
stratum of word, etc., in the earth, etc., is for the sake of each 
other . There is the refinement of each other by the word. etc. 
That location, instrumentality and the act of generating 
knowledge, of the organs are matual. The activity, destruction 
of the defective part, growth, decay and manitenance through 
the organs are mutual. (Similarly) there is mutual service of un- 
derstanding amongst gods, men and animal through the acts of 
arranging the things according to the season, sacrifices, foster- 
ing and taking food. Similarly, the performing their own duties 
in case of the (four) castes is (mutually dependent). The other 
similar situations should be observed in the worldly behaviour 
as possibility is found. 


: 5 T TT£T ? ? cFT TT^T^fcT I WT 

TTTsfW! I 3TO Wf I | 

I ^RTcf I I ^ ^ 

TOIWIH ? ft 
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HR!|^ fiP3^ |fir <^. I ^raa ^I^K^IMM: i ft 
^TWftTtTFI. I ^T U^RT: Wi'feftRf I W f? 

WCT: wtftwfalt ? ^Hrmd’TR'i&Fl: I ^ 


Opponent : That is wrong; because there is no possibility of succes- 
sion and simultaneity. The mutual favouring through illumina- 
tion, activity and restraint among the constituents accepted by 
you may be in succession or simultaneously. 


What is the result of this discussion ? 

That is not possible in succession. 

Why? 

Because when one proceeds to activity without requiring the 
other, the other two would also do so in the same way. (Even ) if the 
sattva illumines first through the own power without requiring other 
constituents, that is supposed to be subservient to the other two. 
Hence, just like the sattva the others also will perform their function 
without requiring the favour of others. In this way the subservience 
does not serve any purpose. Now, to alleviate the defect the simul- 
taneity is resorted to. That is also wrong. 

Why ? 

Because those who are born at a time cannot be mutually sub- 
servient just as the horns of the cow. Moreover, there is no propriety 
in both the alternatives of existence or non-existence. Does the sattva 
illumining itself exhibit the already existent illumination in the rajas 
and tamas or does it exhibit the light which was not in existence in 
them. 

What ensues from this discussion ? 

If the sattva illumines the light already existing in the other two, 
there will be a single* constituent since all are of one nature. 
Moreover, there arises the undesirable contingency of the inde- 
pendent nature of the other constituent as in the case with the sattva. 

Just as there is the power of iiilumining in the sattva and, hence, it il- 
lumines without requiring the other constituents; similarly, the other 
two also would do so and, hence, the defect does not arise (in our 
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argument). Or, the power of illumining which did not exist earlier 
arises through the contact of the sattva and rajas and tamas. Thus, 
the statement that the potencies exist even before activity, carries no 
force. 


If the sattva illumines the light already existing in the other two. 
there will be a single constituent since all are of one nature. 
Moreover, there arises the undesirable contingency of the inde- 
pendent nature of the other constituent as in the case with the sattva. 
Just as there is the power of illlumining in the sattva and, hence, it il- 
lumines without requiring the other constituents; similarly, the other 
two also would do so and, hence, the defect does not arise (in our 
argument). Or, the power of illumining which did not exist earlier 
arises through the contact of the sattva and rajas and tamas. Thus, 
the statement that the potencies exist even before activity, carries no 
force. 


Then, this is to cut at the very root of the theory of pre-exist- 
ence of the effect. Moreover, because it is not cartain. It is not cer- 
tain that the objects mutually subservient are caused by spme existing 
object. The sattva, etc., are subservient to each other but are caused 
by some existing object. Hence , the statement that due to the dif- 
ferentaition into the cause and effect in case of the objects the un- 
manifest exists, is wrong. 



I clff I 4^1 jj <t>l44<*> ^ 
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^•llm'fcKlHfH ’Tfa'^Rl i -W WHRWRTFTpT ■qln't>l<1 <rff -ll^'+il- 

f^Ft Igftfin ^ 3rft^^iMPrfira ^ i 

^FTT?I: -S^TT: ^ifrR: I H^<K4^aT-(^Mdl<+»-ld: I 
<^=^Rl I 


Proponent : As regards your objection that there is mutual favour be- 
cause there is no possibility of succession and simultaneity, (we 
reply), let the favour be sumultaneous. As regards the state- 
ment that there is no favour in case of the two objects originat- 
ing simultaneously just as the horns of the cow, we reply, it is 
not so, because there is no possibility (or justification) other- 
wise. The impossibility of mutual favour in the case of the horns 
of the cow is not on account of their origination at a time. On 
the contrary, it is on account of absence of a single act. In case 
of the objects which perform single act becoming subservient is 
not obstructed through their taking place at a time just as 

through the act of being capable to support and collecting 

17 

together and providing shape and space in case of earth etc. 
The mutual favour is not found in case of the hoof and the 
horn which are located in hody even though they do not 
originate simultaneously. Therefore, simultaneous and succes- 
sive origination are not the cause for favouring others or other- 
wise. Moreover, it is observed so. It is observed that in going 
upward very fast the air and merry-go-round, etc., mutually 
favour and there is no fault. Similar may be the case with the 
constituents as well. If it is argued that it is caused by contact, it 
should be established first whether the contact is a distinct en- 
tity or merely the attainment or association. As regards the 
statement that because of the impossibility in postulating the 
alternatives (about the illumination, etc.) as already existent or 
non-existent, we reply, it is wrong. 

Why? 


I 
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The fault does not arise when their favour is like lame and the 
blind. Just as in the case of the lame and the blind through the con- 
tact of both, neither there is the manifestation of the existent power 
of seeing and going in each other, nor is it the manifestation of non- 
existent, still there is the accomplishment of a single act; or just as 
the potencies of mutual favour are manifest in the earth, etc., (and) it 
is not through the potency of the other; similarly, there may be that 
(favour) of the const ituets too. The statement that because of its not 
being certain, is wrong. 

Why? 

Because the scripture is not understood properly. In our theory 
the other states of the constituents and that without requiring some 
other state is denoted by the term cause and effect , 18 because we do 
not accept the meaning of cause and effect (current in your theory). 
The subservience caused by them is not found in the case of the con- 
stituents situated in the state of cosmic matter, and because of their 
possessing (qualities in) the nature of potency only, their nature of il- 
luminating, etc., is not distinctly visible (in that state). When they at- 
tain the state of non-equilibrium, the constituents without losing the 
form of illumination, etc., attain subservience caused by that (poten- 
cy). Therefore, without understanding the scripture that after admit- 
ting the favour in evolved form of the constituents, its being caused 
by some existent object is not contradicted, it is stated by you that 
the reason is not conclusive. If it is argued that there arises the un- 
desirable contingency of non-admitting the favour afterwords (in 
evolved form) because favour is not admitted in the state of cosmic 
matter ? It may be like this. If at the time of the initial movement in 
the constituents there is the abandonment of that state by the con- 
stituents through their own power, in the later state also it would be 
like this only . 1 Hence, the favour is in the state of cosmic matter 
also and, consequently, it is not that the reason is not non-conclusive. 
It is not so. 

Why? 

Because it may he due to own potency ; as in the case of fire. Just 
as the subtle fire itself produces a subtle (very less) light, but requires 
the oil, wick, etc., in illuminating the pot, etc., the initial movement 
in the constituents is caused by their own potency and that for the 
sake of intellect, etc., is through favour. Therefore, it is right to say 
that on account of the difference of the cause and effect the un- 
manifest exists. 


(Merging of effect in the cause) 
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^raTTh'H I 
Moreover, 

BECAUSE OF THE RE-UNION OF THE WORLD OF EFFECT 

Here, the re-union of all the worldly effects is observed just as 
of water, etc. Water, earth and intellect, etc., are of the form of 
worldly objects. Therefore , they would also be re-united. Whatever 
is that (ultimate re-union), that is the unmanifest. Therefore , the un 
manifest exists. 

sfir ? 


Opponent : What are the worldly effects or what is the world ? 





Proponent : Through the term worldly effects we speak of the 
particular form or arrangement . 20 Since the particular is 
caused by the general, whatever is that (ultimate) object, that is 
conveyed through the statement that because there is the re- 
union of the worldly effects. Through these five probans of 
direct inference is proved that the umanifest is the cause of the 
manifest. 




^ i arat fasffi&V: SFftfa i fa 
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cRUfR I T: I ^F^T^T: 

I ^TRTT^Ffsft ^NMi cR^T^T^%: I <*>Ml- 

^T: I pTW*rTITc[ I 3T^RF^Tt J M!<lni H<WKH- 

Mc^fclfH I Tig ^Trf^T ^I^T: 'TftHT- 

et>Q^Pq^ I d'^HI^^rhH^^lfc;^?: «t>l< u IH*cq<*tTt>fHfi: I 


Objection : This involves the undesirable contingency of its op- 
position (by equally important theories) because the other causes 
are not refuted. You said that the cosmic matter is the cause capable 
of producing the universe. Similarly, the other systems speak of 
atoms, Purua, Isvara, acts, luck, nature (of the objects), time, chance 
and non-existence as the cause of the universe and they are not 
refuted (by you). Hence, there arises the undesirable contingency of 
opposition by equally important theories as to whether the cosmic 
matter only is the cause or these (others) only or both. 

If it is argued that it is not applicable because the homogeneity 
is observed ? It may be like this. In the earth, etc., the homogeneity to 
the cosmic matter in the form of pleasure, etc., is commonly ob- 
served. It is rightly, said earlier that the object is the modification of 
that which is homogeneous to that. Therefore, the manifest is the 
modification of the cosmic matter only . 21 

This is also wrong . 

Why ? 

Because there is the possibility of homogeneity to many. The 
homogeneity to atoms also is found in the manifest because of the 
presence of form, etc. (in both). The homogeneity of organs is to the 
conscious entity also because those experience the feelings. The 
homogeneity to isvara is also observed in case of those which are en- 
dowed with a particular capacity. There is the homogeneity to acts 
and luck because the nature of being variegated or strange is ob- 
served in the world. There is the homogeneity to the nature of ob- 
jects because the worldly objects do not deviate from their nature 
inspite of their cantact with other objects. There is homogeneity to 
time, etc., because there is the conformity with yuga, etc. There is the 
homogeneity in respect of negation. The cow, etc., are matually 
negated because one is not found in the other . The limited mag- 
nitude, etc., of the manifest objects are possible to be postulated 
even if they are supposed to come out of some other cause. There- 
fore, it is wrong to say that on account of homogeneity, etc., the non- 
manifest exists as a cause. 
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(Atoms cannot be the cause of the universe) 

f? «h<**ww ^Mlf<«tdl<dl ^ ^diAdct I 

(WI ?Rt %?L 3T«ITfa WRI«IT d^mwii ^Mir<Hrcj 

^yKlHIHI^^Icdl^M'WM^nfirdrHd^ ’jPTStn^ri TOH^I^T: ^ft^T 
fftl TT^T^WII ^TFt? 3)W*iUMr^m?[ I d«M RM^«lf<rMd («R> 
U) ^yKldlHI^^MMPd^ ^ftwdq: dWKUwtfl'dq. I 


Proponent : As to the statement that there arises the un- 
desirable contingency of opposition (by equally important theories) 
because the atoms are not refuted, we reply that that is wrong be- 
cause their existence is not admitted (by us). If the existence of the 
atoms is admitted, this doubt would have truly arisen as whether the 
world arises from the atoms or from the cosmic matter . Their exist- 
ence, however, is not certain. Therefore, this is wrong. The statement 
that because of the availability of nature , etc., in the earth etc., 
(and consequently) becuase of the perception of homogeneity , 22 the 
existence of atoms should be accepted like that of cosmic matter, is 
also wrong. 


Why? 


Because that can be justified in other way also . This is not cor- 
rect because the form, etc., are found when the earth etc., are sup- 
posed to come out of, subtle elements. 

If it is argued that (above mentioned contingency) is applicable 
to the cosmic matter also because pleasure, etc., are the qualities of 
the soul ? It may be like this. The subtle elements are postulated to 
be possessed of form, etc., and the earth, etc., are observed to come 
out of subtle elements; through the existence of form, etc., in them 
they are distinguished from the atoms, similarly we object to the 
theory of considering cosmic matter as the cause because we con- 
sider pleasure, etc., as the qualities of the soul and the earth, etc., as 
the cause of their knowledge . 23 

This is also wrong . 

Why? 
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Because they (pleasure, etc.,) are negated to be the qualities of 
the soul. We shall negate the pleasure etc., to be the qualities of the 
soul in the statement 'therefore, from that contrast, etc., (ka. 19). 

Therefore, it is wrong. 

3fTf,^ ? 

Opponent : If the subtle elements are accepted as the atoms, what 
will be the fault ? 


<jwkI — 1 1 

W=t>iqfk ^ 3: W(: I Rflfa ^ 

I tOTTrfti dtfdftrTdqi I MRf*sM£?!l8f 
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dfFt WIFI ffa I drdRKH. I dWFf fold'd (( I 3^-MRP*M^I(dT(( I ff 
*)<HRR«W^i d«*>d+ ^ I (TCFJT d3: ( HRR*M^ia I dWIdKHPJfd: fddf: I 
^Rtc( tf'HirdHrdld. I ff *ls^ir<Hd(>i>d+ ^F*( I dfJ*JT RT- 

W: I dWI^d+l: 1 f% ^FTc( 3(|iuq4)i||^ | d^d+H. I <mi 

3RhT:,di«dai*^l: MtHFId; I dWl^.dd>l: I fad ^Mrdld. I If 

| <T?J«TT l^'ldl'^flS'dl dlddldl: TWFTd: I (i**ti<<t>dq>i: I fad *-)estq(q4)- 
dRl I If dc&?Kd<dg'd* d^d+H I ddT ^dTCTfadN: I |Ff dWT: WTFld: I 
dWdfc’ddl: I fadl^dSTRL I If d5PlftddTdld^ d«f>dq>H I (TCIdT 3W( 1 
3fldfad) d dWFTd: 'jTst^FL d Wlc^ddd: I fad I |f dddfa- 

twiViw >(RiMti<l nrjiflqiq I cRJSlT d2: 1 d 

RRrTSP% dWIofd+l: I fad Mlfa<dddRTc( I If ddrf«l 3RTCT 1 
Hivl^qdTddi *)qf<i, <^(i q>l I dfldT &qs-^ci) I <TdT ' 

ftdd, dt d: dTdfafddldd dl fddft (TCdldTdfd fddft I fad 

I ^ I TO$TT cT^:, S\°^l<^«hlfT M<H! U I^: I 

dWI^ddil: I fad JRdTCRdT^ I If ^?Trqaj ddfclfa ^ I dSM d3:, d(dajTS 
dfRldi 1(Hl u ld: I 3RF3 fddRplPd %(( WWd dd dd 4lPldi dfdSfT: MtHI'»l- 
dfdd dd ^>dd>T: I fa q>H u ii*t ? 3TCdTdTfddcd8j qeild ff ^>(fa (JsiRlfd ^(dl 1 
ddd’dl^d I dddTd ? VKl<td«h«IM'ld-i|ld. I JflOtHlM ff ^TRPTt 5Rq«,^m 
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cT^OTf ITO <jff Hl^id'+I: TOTm: I MHUlfc^ TO %>T 3R- 
«jtotoi i mvih^mv^sttMct toh i totts#^- 

TO WTPJp ^R^dlRl I I TOTOl ? TOTO^ I TOmpiTO- 

tTT#IT Wj4UfTO: I d«I^Vlfc|qi'J||^Nrc|^l>Jir^fe'=KMI^^< I ^w^r<- 
Tipi ^Rwsnwr ?fcT ^ WHdH, H f? TOTT3«T: ^WTOTO^ 

^IHR*-' 1 # TOTTj; I TO Td'c'lm+IVJI ^TOTO ^(MIHI U M: I dWI^i f^TTOT- 
•jqrofaftl I TOTOJ.? qi+^MfdTO'llct I 

frsft ^«*TT: I ^ TTO^fTOiTOTOTOFTTP'TOtT^iTO^ <[g TO# faijr- 

% I H ^ TOT TOH^I^dHuldlsfr fTO °*T? 3 # I TOTO# MldwM^j 
^•TOTOTfTOF^ I #T ^ < w4s°h M^d |fw ?TOT: TOTT'J- 

TO# ^WfclTOf^ I TTfe^¥TTOtf^^^%ftftra ^TOTtTOTTTOrfKre^T- 
^^TOTfTOTOTOT mfdHird fTOSTOMJrW^TTO^ TOTOTTTOTFp 4UUTOI- 
TO^TOf’TO ?f% W^II^RT^KiHHM'l^rddlMMTT'l: I TOT 4tf#TiJ#TTOT 
Wd>4 | J|liiM’Tl'll<^>dW f^HWIIVI: I 3#g I TOTO TOTSFR^T TOTTTO: I 
Proponent : It is not possible. 


What is the reason here? 

The subtle elements (having the characteristic of that element 
only) having larger magnitude (than the gross objects) are admitted 
by us as the causes. 

Why? 

And, our theory is that the cause is certainly of larger mag- 
nitude than its effect. And, the earth, etc., which are gross elements 
are great. Therefore, the earth of them (as a subtle element) should 
be different from them. The atoms, however, are limited in mag- 
nitude. Therefore, they are not accepted through the acceptance of 
the subtle elements . 24 Even if their existence is accepted, it would be 
impossible (to consider them as the cause of the world) because they 
are products. Let us admit the existence of the atoms, still we say that 
the origin of the world is impossible from them. 

What is the reason here? 

Because they are products. The uncaused should rightly be the 
cause of the world. The atoms are, however, caused. Therefore, even 
their existence is admitted, their being the cause of the world is not 
justified. 

If is argued that it is wrong because the reason is not stated? It 
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may be like this. What is the reason that the uncaused (object) is in- 
tended to be the cause of the world ? 

To this we reply that there would arise the undesirable contin- 
gency of admitting that (cause of that cause) as the cause. Whatever is 
the cause of the atoms, that would be rightly postulated as the cause of 
the world, but not the atoms which are the products of that cause . 25 

If it is argued that it is wrong because the caused nature of the 
atoms is not proved? It may be like this. If the caused nature of the 
atoms would be established, it is right to say that the atoms are not 
the cause because of the above reason. That is, however, not estab- 
lished. Therefore, this is nothing (i.e., this is not a forceful argu- 
ment). 

To this we reply that because of their being limited in space. 
Whatever is limited in space here is observed to be caused as the pot 
which is limited in space also. Therefore, they are caused. Moreover, 
because of possessing the form, etc. Here whatever possesses the 
form, etc., is observed to be caused, as the pot. And the atoms pos- 
sess the form, etc., therefore, they are caused. Moreover, because of 
their possessing heat. Whatever possesses heat is caused as the lamp. 
The atoms of fire are possessed of that (heat). Therefore, they are 
caused . 26 Moreover, because of having the speed. Here, whatever is 
possessed of speed is caused as the arrow which is possessed of that 
(speed). The atoms of air are possessed of that. Therefore, they are 
caused. Moreover, because of having lubricity and fluidity. Here, 
whatever is possessed of lubricity and fluidity, is caused as the water 
in the basin around the tree. The water atoms are like this. Hence, 
they are caused. Moreover, because of their being located. Here. 
whatever is located in something else is cause just like thadhara . 
The atoms are located in the earth. Therefore, they are caused. 
Moreover, because of being the location of some other object. Here, 
whatever comes to be the location of some other object is caused just 
as the pot. The atoms also become the location of some other object 
like binary. Therefore, they are caused. Moreover, because of the in- 
tervention in union. Here, the objects in the middle of which the 
other object stands as intervention in the union are caused, just like 
the two fingers. Similarly, some atom stands in the middle of other 
two atom. Whatever are intervened by some other object, are caused. 
Therefore, those (two intervened) atoms are also caused. Moreover, 
because of giving rise to some other object. We hold that here whatever 
gives rise to some other object is caused, as the threads. The atoms 
give rise to the other object. Therefore, they are caused . 28 Moreover, 
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because of their perceptibility. Here, whatever is perceptible is ob- 
served to be caused just as the pot. The atoms are perceptible to the 
yogins. They are caused. 

If it is argued that the above reason is for their being un- 
caused ? 29 the yogins they are uncaused . 30 

Why? 

Because the pot, etc., which are perceptible to us only are ob- 
served to be caused. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it would give rise to the undesirable contingency of the 
supposition of uncaused nature of the body . 31 The body is also per- 
ceptible to the yogins; let it also be uncaused. This is, however, not 
so. Therefore, the atoms are also not uncaused. 

If it is argued that it will give rise to the undesirable contingen- 
cy (of being caused) in case of the cosmic matter, etc., we reply, no, 
because it is not admitted by us. According to our scripture the cos- 
mic matter and the conscious entity are not perceptible even to a 
Brahmin like Kapila. Therefore, the argument has no force. 

If it is argued that it is (eternal) like existence, etc., It may be 
like this. Just as the existence, qualitiness, form-ness, etc., are eternal 
even though they are perceptible, similar will be the case with the 
atoms. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is also to be proved. Just like the uncaused nature of 
the atoms, the existenec of existence etc., is not proved. Therefore, it 
is non-acceptable just like establishing the horns of the man through 
the horns of the hare. 

If is argued that there does not arise the undesirable contingen- 
cy of caused nature of the atoms because of their subtlety? It may be 
like this. There is no object more subtle then the atoms so that it may 
be the cause of these atoms the highest limit of subtlety. Therefore, 
the originated nature of then cannot be justified. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it will involve the undesirable contingency of over per- 
vasion to the baked (atoms). In the case of those who intend un- 
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caused nature, there will be the undesirable contingency of admitting 
uncaused nature in the atoms of earth which are backed and are 
placed after putting aside the blackness. Those atoms are also sub- 
tle. 32 The uncaused nature of cosmic matter and the conscious entity, 
on the other hand, is through their extreme subtlety in presence of 
their being all-pervasive in addition. The atoms do not pervade the 
whole universe as the cosmic matter and the conscious entity do. 
Therefore, inspite of their being subtle, their caused nature is certain 
just as is the case with the baked atoms. This objection does not 
arise in case of those in whose theory only the caused substance is 
baked. In that case the activity inherent in the atoms should be taken 
for example. That is subtle, imperceptible and caused . In this way, it 
is proved that the atoms are caused. Due to the caused nature their 
non-eternity is also unavoidable and, hence, it involves the fau.lt of 
extirpation of the whole world through the inference setablished in 
the own system (of the Vaile$ikas) because of the destruction of the 
atoms in the intermediate and the great dissolution and (consequent- 
ly) because of the absence of the effect in the absence of the cause. 33 
Since the acts accumulated by those who are engaged in enjoyment 
remain unenjoyed, the acts done perish (unenjoyed). This is, how- 
ever, undesirable* Therefore, the atoms are not the cause of the 
universe. 

(The conscious entity as also Isvara cannot be the cause) 

i PmfaiRMu (°fi. \%) i 


The objection that there will be the origination of the universe 
from the conscious entity is also wrong. 

Why? 


Because we have negated. We shall establish the non-doership 
of the conscious entity in the karika ‘from that contrast, etc. (Ka 
19). 34 The same method should be known (as applied ) in rejecting 
the nature of being a cause in case of T£vara because the conscious- 
ness is not different (in both the cases) 35 


(Negation of Existence of Isvara) 

I ^ H W I H Rlf«r i *1 ^ 

^ ra if wm-. i 
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I ^#5^5-4 ^ im: I dWKWlOT ff4 I 4ddl4dd4)Rf4^- 

4dH$d<dlc|. I f? %<mr4d"H 4] TfW^a dd^dl ^g:, <Rim 4tW<j4t: I 
aifer^sif ^<hi^h 4R vi(l<viOR^4«ra^: i cim^hiIm 4dd^n t ^- 
str^ 1 ^#rs4^|w:: 1 dWK^I^^iwi 1 

Opponent : The Pasupatas and the Vai^e§ikas hold that the isvara 
exists. 

Why? 

Because the particular effects are caused by the intellect surpass- 
ing (others). Here, the effects like palace, an aeroplane, etc., are ob- 
served to be caused by superior intellect. Whatever is the cause of 
those is the Isvara. Therefore, Isvara exists. Moreover, because the 
union of conscious and non-conscious is caused by some sentiect en- 
tity. It is observed here that the union of the conscious and the non- 
concious is caused by some sentient entity, just like the union of the 
bull and the cart. The union of the body and the soul is that of con- 
scious and non-conscious. Therefore, it should also be caused by 
some sentient entity. That by whome this union is caused is the U- 
vara. Therefore, Isvara exists as the cause. 

3^r- ddld<j4> <*l4fa $1 1 d ¥i iPd ?l m 

I 3)Wlft^{4+l: SPURRA:, ?fir 

I dWKitHH i t^T 
gdm<4 ^R&^44> +i4i44i4 1 • 

5^4 I ^ifTCTrfTcPfcI ?fd ¥dI<H-ftd<t ^iRwIdd fSR: I cTW gFrfq W- 
HfdMR IJ IIHIdHd ^ gfcrfgwm ?fcl I I 

^TR[ ? ^gT^TTW(l I mm 4%^ q4^ (FT) ^ ^gRT: ? <RWT- 
I ?lRt>R($)MK<)q Sf4 3TSTTPT ^TF%m | 

am w 3?ram |f4, 3 

mm ffcT I I I 

gRm*-HNl4d VlRMd^d: fr^d-Wi d-.^HIdi ■HqdldfRf.CTtg: I <TF- 

I 44 fWTd g 4^ gmgdFW^- 

lR5Hd-|4*!^t XFT#fgtg: I i ^gg^g gT xpcT- 

^fexRi: c^^fd^^l-HI^KldMIHidldlOgTMT ! aj^dSIdik- 
I g 3Tggd^l5yR%: ! fa g 3gm;R1Td. I ggg4: SflgfgM ^Rs>i4+: I 
^Idldl d<^ oi (RR4> IJ ildHr|: I ^Kl'dl^TR: I g dl-Kd- 

3di$dl gig: I dWK^diWId odrtiH. I f^F> g I «j,R&'j4d>- 

^ d>l4fd<lH: WlrdKj^:<3ld<.[qgFi m 4)^H dlRd I glRt'gtSFXRrfcf 
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*Tf fFg^ng i wrra i Iff g;gtaTF<FTg i gfegfo&gF 

Fl4fF$b: WI4Hf4FlF^«3FTOF: gJlMIFI: Fg:,g3ltFTFT«, FWggfag-fFi: I 

*Ff ^aiTKiuiiHW^»iwr xiftHi FFfspfaRFgrg ^FFiFFRfBFFtFTfiTFTO- 
FifaM ffRt i crrf FrsFFFTFFlFr^fd i TWFftfg 1 FFFrg ? FFFfa- 
f^i%c=r*n^rct i &k&3nM4U<hmm1s! f4*if FrfFFT 

FTFjf.FFtFFTFTFTg I FTFFFggFTFlRHl FHfatfFi: W«W<. u ligMrd:,FgFi **4' 
r ft«<^,r«s^44> om^IhRi 5 <RF I d*Hi4lF<l F <*>K u ig I *«g'R<igTt> %F- 

di4dd4UftF*F'F*F W*|q ?fF, 3TF gF— I 

FFFTg? FI«F<Fig I FtSF ^ddl^ddFRiftl^UlFFiFF: F %F fF: 
? Fft3>T ,FTF <+.l4«=hK*J|’H^lrl^lKl^d-MH I 3f«f 4d¥KIF*JW f*T^f4n- 
FET ^T: FF£F f*Ft FggF^FTtFTFTg R f? 'pTF^PTFTFT^ FfFSg I 3F- 
FF^Rl^H e'-WSK: I fF FMg 3TFFgFTWTTg lFdHl4cHFRfVFH'FW %3- 
H<£d<F IFF: FTFl 41 4+IFTr4RfW^n3? 4dd<t>d<FH I FFT FTiddWST- 

ff: i ftf ft gg4 gta iRt gFTFrfFF; 4 ftft FF4FrcFFftfFFwr : F ?*F<t, f 
dt^+lRd+l ^g: I FFftl%TFFTggtF %g, Wld^dg 

3|FEFFFFFTg I 4d'Fl14$)'<KldTH 3TlcHH>lirFFH^ FlfFT I FFFftFTFF4- 

=*>i<ui41<1m f wg i arfjrg 3gg i f 3iRm4Fn4'iig i 

f*Hjt*f fff gg«ngF:,gFFt«RtsfF isFrgfat fff wg i FFFrg ? 3?fF%- 

fFTFFFtSFFRTfF: ^T«F: ^FFFt F?g«Tl FFFFTsfFFFWFFfMlRRriHFH- 
FMOTFt«m4 Fftgt I FFT $F: ch|4<+<u|Hdd^<H^KlfFFfqfF ? 
WFgFWt I FFFIF ? FTgFTFfFTtFTg I ?<F %gt*Tt FfgFFgFTF FF4fFFlF- 
WiniVN^r^+^M 4dHl4dH4urW5FFFT %FFfF?FTfgfF d^!^ I 
FFFig? F ^dM<l<J^ll4FF|FggKfFRl I F^trFFT.gRiMRM^WIdrg I FtfFF- 
•^4<>M 4W:,ftirMir<»iRiMRMdl ifFFFFg-^: I ifFTfa FTCF gfft- 

FTFt g>fddlFI: fFFTF^Ft fFFF«FFT dlctfViy^'lriTlR I FF'IM 7 1 FIFFFF?t1f- 
RtF %g, FTFFF Fig gift ifFFFFPjf&FTFtW: nR'i^lcl i tTf fcraFRFrsftF- 
W{\ FFFig? fftfI gffafdg'md |fggr<FT i ggg^gfpg i arfFHWW 
4t*ng i f glFi^F ff ffff-. FfrtfFFtF fcftf^, Hi^VKlTiMR^ig i 

FFT FTFF^ I 3ffit F FFTFggFFRfFFiF^^FfF: I FFFg 3RTFFTFTg I 

g^W: ■off^tffTffH'F vk1wi>i ft grrtftF: $Ffg, jntWkuh ft ? If 

FTF: ? FF FTFFjgtTFlFF FFlfF I FFFTg ? FF^FPI jfiO<lcHTi1 fFpTFTFTFTg I 
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^ i mRRw41 tors- 

I fa ^ HHI^S<t I wff I ^ g WH^4UPTO- 



Proponent : As regards the statement that the existence of Isvara is 
proved because the particular effect is caused by the superior 
intellect, we reply, no, because it is still to be proved. It is yet to 
be proved whether the palaces, etc., are caused by the intellect 
like ours or by some surerior one. Therefore, it needs no reply. 
Moreover, he would have produced the particular effects from 
the cosmic matter without the intellect 36 because the intellect 
does not exist before the activity of the cosmic matter and there 
is no other instrumental cause. Before the modification of the 
cosmic matter, intellect does not exist and, hence, it is not 
right. 

If it is argued that he would create the universe himself because 
he is endowed with power ? It may be like this. The Isvara is full of 
all the powers. The existence of intellect is not rejected because even 
before the modification of the cosmic matter he is himself endowed 
with desire (and could create the intellect). The existence of intellect 
is, thus, not negated. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because there is no example. What is the example in favour of 
one proving that intellect is by itself (created with desire, etc.)? 
Therefore, it is wrong . 

If it is argued that it is not a fault because of his possessing par- 
ticular power ? It may be like this. The other beings endowed with in- 
tellect do not have the power equal to Isvara. Thus, the intellects of 
these beings originate from the cosmic matter at the time of forma- 
tion of theJ>ody or due to the contact with the soul, etc . 37 The intel- 
lect of the Isvara, however, originates by itself (through his will). 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because there will arise the undesirable contingency of estab- 
lishment of all the theories . If accepting the object which is opposite 
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to the example, and if through the contradicted reason some par- 
ticular power should be accepted, this postulation would involve the 
establishment of all the theories. Therefore, this is merely a tenacity. 
Thus, if the intellect of the Isvara would not originate itself, it is 
rightly stated that the particular effects (of the universe) are not 
caused by some intelligent being because there is no possibility of in- 
tellect earlier to the activity of the cosmic matter. Moreover, because 
of the absence of possibility of (desired) result. The intelligent persons 
are observed to start creating the particular effects like palace, 
aeroplane, etc., with the visible or invisible objective. This (Isvara) is 
however, unobstructed (to achieve something) because of his lordly 
power. Moreover, the Instigator is not possible (in case of Isvara). The 
intelligent beings are observed to start the particular activitiesjvhen 
instigated by other. This is, however, not possible in case of Isvara 
because there is no propriety (in holding someone as) endowed with 
instigation (to isvara). Moreover, because of its being non-conclusive. 
All the particular effects are not caused by intellect because the tree, 
etc., originate without that also. There is no example to support the 
view that everything is caused by the intellect of Isvara. And, there is 
no theory when it is not exemplified. Therefore, on account of non- 
conclusiveness the manifest objects are not caused by some intel- 
ligent beings. Moreover, because of resulting in nusery.li the particular 
effects are created deliberately (by some intelligent being), there is 
no purpose of the creator in creating the object which resulted in 
misery. And, the livara is powerful also and, hence, he would have 
created the objects which result in pleasure. Everything in this 
universe results in misery. Therefore, the particular effects are not 
caused by intellect. Moreover, on account of being accomplished with 
the difficult means. If the particular objects would have been caused 
by intelligence, the attainment of virtue, wealth, pleasure and libera- 
tion would have been through the easy means. They are, however, at- 
tainable through difficult means. Therefore, they are not caused 
through intelligence. 

If it is argued that the above defect does not arise because the 
virtue and vice serve as the cause^of them, it may be like this. The 
particular effects are caused by Isvara, but still the beings which 
originate as abounding in pleasure in the initial state of creation are 
associated with mean, moderate and eminent age, caste (or birth) 
and nature due to^the accumulation of virtue and vice. This is then 
not the offence of Isvara. 

This is also wrong. 
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Why? 

_ Because of the absence of the cause of production of vice. If 
the Isvara is desired for the production of virtue and vice, he would 
have produced only the virtue of the beings for it (virtue) is the cause 
of pleasure. He would not have produced the vice because of the ab- 
sence of purpose of (producing vice). 38 If it is argued that the 
production of virtue and vice from their cause is natural, it would 
contradict the statement that everything is caused by the intelligence 
of the Isvara. Therefore, Isvara is not the cause. As regards your 
statement that the existence of Isvara is proved because the contact 
of conscious and unconscious is caused by some conscious being, we 
reply that it is wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is yet to be proved . By which conscious being is 
caused the contact of the conscious bull with the unconscious cart ? 
If you say it is caused by Caitra, he is also unconscious because of 
being the composite of cause and effect. If it is desired to be made by 
the entity who is soul the seer of the body denoted by the word 
Caitra, it is also wrong, because it is also to be proved. The agency 
(doership) of the conscious entity is not proved in our philosophy. 
The argumentation is on the ground well known to both the parties. 
Moreover, because of involving the undesirable contingency of in- 
finite regress, in case of those who speak the contact is done by some 
sentient being, it would imply that the contact of Isvara with the 
cause and effect (body of Isvara) is done by some other conscious 
being. And, thus there arises the undesirable contingency of infinite 
regress. To alleviate this fault the contact of the Isvara with the cause 
and effect (body) is accepted as natural. It is also not right, as in that 
case the reason is not conclusive. If it is argued that the defect does 
not arise because all of them are conscious, it may be like this. All the 
cause and effect (body) of iSvara and also the Isvara are conscious. 
Therefore, it can serve as an counter example of the contact. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it would involve the undesirable contingency of its being 
non-contact . There is no contact of one soul with the other soul be- 
cause of non-difference of consciousness. In this way, there would 
not have been the contact between Isvara and the body also. This is, 
however, not desirable. Moreover, because of the undesirable contin- 
gency of the absence of contradictor In the case of one who con- 
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siders both as conscious the Isvara also would-be an instrument of 
the intellect etc*, as the intellect etc., are that of Isvara. 

Why? 

Because there is no differentiation between the two. Since it is 
not desirable, the consciousness does not belong to both. If it is ar- 
gued that the defect does not arise because the endowment with 
cause and effect (body) is not accepted? The knower of that 
describes the entity Isvara as pervasive, without components, en- 
dowed with endless power, subtlest among the subtle, greatest 
among the greatest, having supremacy as the characteristic, begin- 
ningless and having endless characteristics. How is all this imposed 
upon him taking recourse to cause and effect (body)? This is also 
wrong. 

Why? 

Because it goes against the inference (of Isvara). If the Isvara is of 
this nature, the inference that the Isvara exists because the par- 
ticular effect is caused by the superior intellect and because the con- 
tact between the conscious and unconscious entities is brought about 
by some conscious entity, is contradicted. 

Why? 

Becuase this is not observed with such an object . 39 Or if it is 
granted (for the sake of argument), (it will again be wrong) because 
it will again contradict the idea of assuming a shape (by Isvara). If 
the Isvara is of this nature exclusively, it would contradict the (idea 
of) assuming the shape of earth, etc., (by Isvara). Moreover, because 
of the scriptures. The scripture also speaks of its assuming a form- 
wearing the hide (of an atelope), having a bow (trident) in the hand, 
with his bow stretched, with blue peacock tail. If you argue that ac- 
cepting it you will have to deviate from your position? It may be like 
this. If the Isvara as endowed with shape is admitted through the 
statement of the scripture, his existence is proved. 

Why? 

Because taking the form is not possible (or justified ) in case of 
non-existent entity. This is also wrong. Because the (real) purport is 
not understood. We do not reject the particular power of lord ab- 
solutely, because he assumes the magnificient body, etc. What we 
mean to say is there, is none different from cosmic matter and the 
conscious entity as the instigator of the two as held by you. There- 
fore, (our) position refutes this. Therefore, the contact of, the cosmic 
matter and the conscious entity is not caused by some other entity. 
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Moreover, because of impossibility (or lack of) power of doing. Even 
while making this contact, he may cause the contact of the soul with 
merely the body or with the cause of to body (i.c., the cosmic mat- 
ter). 

Why do you ask so ? 

It does not relate the soul merely with the body . 

Why? 

Because there is no cause of forming the body for the one who 
has no desire. Nor does it do so (relate the soul) with the cause of the 
body because of all-pervasiveness (of the cosmic matter and the con- 
scious entity). The contact of the bull and the cart is made by some 
other because they are limited in magnitude. The cosmic matter and 
the conscious entity are all-pervasive. Moreover, because of being 
meant for other. The contact of the bull and the cart is observed to be 
meant for others. The cantact of the cosmic matter and the con- 
scious entity, on lthe other hand, is not meant for Isvara (we reply) 
no, because we have already refuted. This is stated in discussing that 
the visible or invisible purpose is not justified (or possible) in case of 
Tsvara in the theory of the pa£upatas. 



^ W’JcTt 3T qfafcFJTR: 
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This is the fault in the theoryjaf the vai£e§ikas. Moreover, there 
is no propreity in the postulation (of Uvara) as different from or identi- 
cal with the entities like substance etc. Whether I^vara is postulated by 
them as postulating it as of the form (i.e. identical with) substance 
quality, activity, generality particularity and inherence or as a dif- 
ferent entity? 

It is not as the substance, etc. 

Why? 


The substances (experienced by us) are (a combination of) 
many substances and of the form of non-substance. I^vara is not (a 
combination of) many substances because otherwise it would involve 
the undesirable contingency of its being created (non-eternal ). 40 Nor 
is it of the form of non-substance because (this kind of objects) are 
enumerated (by the Va^esikas themselves). Your theory is that the 
substances are nine only viz., earth to mind because the term iti 
(used in the enumeration of the substances) denotes the completion. 
Moreover, because the qualities and the activities are mentioned (as 
belonging to each substance but not to the l£vara). If it would have 
been substance, the present authoriey would have mentioned its 
qualities according to the Vai^esikas. And in case it is capable of 
using a different cause, there would have been the mention of its ac- 
tivities. However, it is not done. Therefore, Isvara is not any of the 
substance, quality, etc. The qualities, etc., which are meant for others 
are dependent upon their substratum. In this way, it is neither of the 
form of substance, etc., nor some different entity. If it would have 
been an entity, its definition (or peculiar characteristic) would have 
been stated by the author as is the case with substance, etc. It is, how- 
ever, not stated by the author. Therefore, there is no I^varas in the 
opinion of the writer of the Vaisesika aphorism. If it is argued that it 
is proved through the probans, it may be like this, The name and ac- 
tivity in our bodies is the probans to prove the soul or from the 
probans in the form of name and activity which are directly per- 
ceived as proving the acceptance of Isvara by the authority. That is 
also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it does not prove as to which is intended (by you). It is 
true that through the above probans there would have been the 
knowledge of one qualified by the power more than ours, or as 
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having magnificient body or some other. The one you have accepted 
as an independent instigator of the activity of all the causes leading 
to destruction is merely a name. And, similar is the knowledge aris- 
ing of this probans. Moreover, there would arise the undesirable con- 
tingency of unskilfulness (of the author of the aphorisms) in not 
mentioning it earlier. If the activity and stopping of the activity of the 
atoms would be governed by Isvara, the author of the aphorism 
would have mentioned it earlier. On account of not mentioning the 
main category, like virtue it comes to mean that the author of 
aphorisms is unskilled. The two are undesirable. Moreover, because of 
the non-mention. The Isvara is not mentioned by any of the 
authorities in the scope of the scriptures. There would not be pos- 
sibility of defect, as it is by mentioning the name of the father-in-law 
by the daughter-in-law. To share the defect the view is imposed upon 
the author of the aphorisms though the view is undesirable to him. 
This is, however, not the view of the author of the aphorisms. It is ac- 
cepted by the followers of the Pasupata school that there is I/vara in 
the theory of the Vai^esikas. Therefore, Isvara also is not the cause of 
the universe. 

(Atoms of actions cannot be cause) 
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The view (that the creation is caused by the atoms of action is 
already explained (refuted). 

How? 

Just as the atoms being product cannot be the cause of the 
universe, similarly the actions are not the cause of the body. There- 
fore, the actions also are not the cause of the universe . 41 If it is ar- 
gued that the defect does not arise because of their-dependence? It 
may be like this. As the act is not observed to take place without 
body, similarly it is not possible to postulate some other cause than 
the acts for the body. And, since they serve as the cause for each 
other, the first of them which revolves in a cycle is not known. There- 
fore, there is no other cause for them. This is also wrong, because 
those which have endless series of cause and effect are also observed 
to be caused from a final point. For examle, the body is produced 
from the semen and blood, and the semen and blood originate from 
the body and thus the first of these which revolves in this type of 
cycle is not observed. It is, however, declared that it in the initial 
creation as also the bodies of l£vara were produced without womb. 
Similarly, the sprout, etc. originate from seed and the seed from the 
sprout etc., thus leading to the endless series of cause and effect. In 
the initial creation, however, the seed originates from merely the 
atoms. Similarly, there can be explained the endless series of cause 
and effect with reference to the body and the acts. Now as well as in 
the initial creation there would be the body merely due to potency of 
constituents. If it is argued that it would involve the undesirable con- 
tingency of a common body (for all the souls)? It may be like this. If 
in the initial creation the production of the body is admitted as 
caused by potency, it would imply the contact of all the conscious en- 
tities with a single body only because there is no cause for restriction. 
Then, there will be no use of the other bodies because the enjoyment 
of all conscious entities is possible through that only. This is also 
wrong. 

Why? 

Because it goes against perception. It is right through in- 
ference. Through perception, however, the bodies are proved as dif- 
ferently located with each conscious entity. Therefore, this 
undesirable contingency does not arise. 

If it is argued that it will again involve the undesirable contin- 
gency of the restriction with reference to liberation? It may be like 
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this. If the production of the body is due to potency, the means of 
liberation would arise from (the body of the) great seers only. To this 
the reply is not him only. On the other hand, on account of the 
predominance of all the constituents over each other the bodies 
causing that (means of liberation) are naturaly born in the initial 
creation. Out of those whose mode of action abounds in Sattva, is the 
great seer. He whose sattva is mixed with more Rajas is the magnifi- 
cient body. In this way, through the association of the constituents 
and through the relation of dominant and non-dominant among the 
constituents the bodies upto the immovable (beings) are born. And, 
thus, there is no partiality of the constituents towards assuming 
(making up) a particular body. Therefore, it is right that the actions 
being caused are not the cause of the universe. Through this only is 
this explained. If it is argued that that is the other name for the acts 
which are matured for fruition, it is still to be proved. From this 
reason also it should not be postulated so. 


(Time is not the cause) 
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The statement that the universe will be produced by Time is 
also wrong. 


Why? 


Because that name is included in the motion of the causes. 
There is nothing called Time in our theory. On the contrary, it is the 
cause of the knowledge of the identity of a particular duration in the 
acts in the form of the thundciing of the cloud. 

If it is argued that the time is known through the existence of 
the probans in the form of (the knowledge of) later and earlier, (we 
renlv) it is not applicable in case of the objects which are not created. 
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The notion of earlier and later, etc., is observed in case of the created 
objects only. If that would have been caused by something else than 
activity, it would be found commonly in both-the eternal and the 
non-eternal objects. If it is argued that the defect does not arise since 
the capacity is found in seme cases only as some atoms are not baked 
with fire? It may be like this. The contact of fire is the cause of 
production of baked atoms but still inspite of lack of particularity it 
becomes the cause of the baking of atoms in the earth only and not in 
the case of space, etc. Similarly, the time is also the cause of earlier 
and later, but still it would be applicable to the non-eternal objects 
only and not to the eternal. That is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because there is the possibility of particularity. The fire is the 
cause of bringing change in form, etc. Hence , it is right that it brings 
about the production of the baked atoms in the substance possessed 
of that (form) and not in the one posessing it, like space. The time is, 
however through serviceable (helpful) through mere association and 
not a cause of bringing out the change. Therefore, the above argu- 
ment is wrong. In this, if time is accepted to be something else than 
the activity, the movement of the cause comes to be the cause of the 
universe. Hence, it should be proved as something else. 

(Accidence or chance is not the cause) 

Accidence is also not the cause of the universe because there is 
the relation of cause and effect (in the products) just as in the case of 
activity. It is explained earlier that the manifest is composed of cause 
and effect. The relation of cause and effect being available in the 
case of bed, etc., which are the creation of some intelligent being and 
are absent in the objects originating accidentally, there is no pos- 
sibility of the mention of probans for accidence (for the estab- 
lishment of that as the cause of the universe). 

( Negation is not the cause) 

amratiUHROIH, I 3 ft W qftqFigwra 

The negation also is not the cause because of the observation of 
the limited magnitude, etc., (in the universe). The magnitude is not 
possible in the case of the objects produced out of that ( negation) 
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and, hence, there is no possibility of homogeneity also because there 
is complete opposition of genus between the objects having the na- 
ture and those having no nature . 43 


(Power, Favour and Separation are not the causes ) 




Nor is the universe caused by power because it dose not exist at 
all . 44 Nor is the favour (the cause of the universe) because it will in- 
volve infinite regress . 4 Nor is the separation (the cause of the 
universe) because it has also no nature of its own 4 

IUK II 


Therefore, the manifest is not produced from atoms, Purusa, 
Isvara, actions, luck, time, nature (of the objects), chance and nega- 
tion. If it (the universe) is not produced from these, it is the probans 
for the existence of the cosmic matter through residual. Therefore, it 
is right that the unmanifest is the cause of the universe because of the 
finite nature of the products, etc. 


KARIKA 15 


1. The qualities which do not contradict should be accepted as ex- 
isteing in both the cause and the effect while the others which 
are opposite in nature should not be considered to be common 
in both. 

2. Both of these are merely the statement without reason and, 
hence, no side can claim superiority over the other. 

3. The meaning is that the*; is no specific cause of these objects. 
Therefore, there is no restriction of cause-effect relation in 
them. 

4. If they would be finite in magnitude in the past and the furure 
states as well, there would arise the undersireble contingency of 
their being finite in all periods of time and consequently it would 
imply the rejection of the theory of orgination from an object un- 
limited in magnitude. 

5. The bodies of the beings likes gods, men and animals are in- 
numerable and, hence, they cannot be easily known to be intelic 
limited and in number. 

6. The Samkhyas do not consider generality as an independent 
category, but the similarity of form. The form is not different 
from the substance. 

7. Though the Samkhyas do not accept generality as a distinct 
category, but at the same time they do not discard the similarity 
in objects as also the world dealings through that. 

8. Like manifests like Sattva manifests sattva. Since sattva is of the 
nature of pleasure, it raises the feeling of pleasure in accordance 
with the past impression of a being. Thus, it is proved that sattva 
is of the nature of pleasure. 

9. It is accapted even by the Samkhyas that the sound is not a 
modification of drum. The drum is merely an instrumental cause 
in the production of sound. There is, therefore, no harm if the 
sound is not of the drum. 

10. The wordCtf in the. text presents difficulty in interpretation. The 
sentence may be interpreted as the activity of potter and the ar- 
rangement of the instruments like stick for producing the pot are 
due to the potency. 

11. The sense is that the manifest objects like intellect proceed to 
their activity which is caused by the potency in the form of non- 
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manifest, 

12. The argument proceeds from effects to the causes. The effects 
are many. Consequently there must be many potencies in cos- 
mic matter. 

13. If the power would be one, it would give rise to a single effect 
only. 

14. The argument would lead to the existence of potencies and not 
to the existence of cosmic matter which is supposed to be dif- 
ferent from potencies. 

15. The Samkhyas maintain that the cause perform its activity due 
the potency inherent in it. The selection of the material as well as 
instrumental causes is prompted by the potency. If the potency 
would not be there, the agent would not have selected them. 

16. The objection based upon oneness or manifoldness of cosmic 
matter was raised against the non-difference of the potencies 
from the cosmic matter. The alleviation of the former objection 
alleviated the latter. 

17. It refers to the gross elements which act for mutual benefit. For 
example, earth gives support, water helps in collecting together 
and giving shape while space helps others to exist together. 

18. The state of constituents giving rise to the other state is called 
cause while the latter is the effect. 

19. Consequently, there is no proof that it is due to subservience in 
the state of manifestation. 

20. It is so since the Samkhyas hold that the worldly objects are 
nothing but the particular arrangement of the three constituents 
in different proportion. 

21. Cf. samanvayat as a reason to establish the existence of cosmic 
matter. 

22. The sense is that the nature of atoms is found in the gross ele- 
ments also just as the nature of the atoms of earth is observed in 
the earth as well. 

23. The causality of the atoms is negated on the ground of 
homogeneity between the subtle elements and the earth, etc., we 
object to the causality of cosmic matter on account of consider- 
ing pleasure, etc., as the qualities of the soul, and the earth, etc., 
as their manifestor and consequently both are homogeneous to 
the soul. 
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24. Though the subtle elements are also limited in magnitude, yet 
the meaning intended here is that they are more in magnitude 
than the earth, etc. This is, however, not the case with atoms. 

25. To avoid the infinite regress the ultimate cause should be taken 
to be uncaused. 

26. Possessing the form, etc, should be understood as having the 
form, etc., manifested because some form, etc., exist in un- 
manifest state in cosmic matter. 

27. The meaning of thadhara is not clear. Chakravarti suggests vad- 
hara which is also not clear. 

28. It could be argued that the cosmic matter also gives rise to other 
objects. Hence, the same argument may apply there also. There- 
fore, the argument could possibly be interpreted as that which 
gives rise to similar object is non-eternal. Cosmic matter gives 
rise to the objects dissimilar in nature. 

29. The reading should be ate evakrtakatvam in place of eva 
evakrtakatvam. 

30. The reading should be evakrtakah in place of eva krtakah. 

31. The reading should be sarirakrtakatvam in place of sarira krtak- 
tam. 

32. The backed atome are considred to be non-eternal even by the 
Vaisesikas. 

33. Since the atoms are caused and non-eternal they would not exist 
as the cause at the time of dissolution, and hence, in absence of 
any other cause the universe will not originate again. 

34. The non-active object cannot be the cause of the universe. 

35. The sense is that Isvara is like Puru§a in nature. Like conscious 
entity it is also composed of consciousness. The entity com- 
posed of consciousness is, however, inactive and hence cannot 
be the cause of universe. 

36. The context demands that the reading should be ayamabud- 
dhipurvakam. 

37. The implication of the alternate explanation is not clear from the 
Samkhya point of view. It may be the case when it is not under- 
stood as an alternate cause but is taken together with the first it- 
self. The text in that case would mean the intellect is born at the 
time of creation of the body from cosmic matter when the soul 
also comes in contact with the body. Or, here intellect may 
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stand for the principle alongwith the power of deliberation 
which is not possible without the contact with the soul. 

3B. The virtue and vice cannot be supposed to exist in the initial 
creation of the universe. Therefore, the production of them 
needs some cause. It cannot be the Isvara himself because there 
is no purpose of Isvara in producing and attaching vice to par- 
ticular persons only. Thus, it cannot be properly explained why 
some beings are happy and the others miserble in the initial state 
of creation. 

39. The superior intellect and the contact between conscious and 
non-conscious are not possible in this case. 

40. The maxim is that the composite substance are non-eternal by 
nature. 

41. The actions are the activities and require the pre-existence of 
the body in the beginning of the creation to officiate over world- 
ly activites. 

42. It is still to be proved whether action means the acts ready for 
fruition. Secondly, it cannot be in any case established that ac- 
tions are the cause of creation in the initial state of creation. 

43. In brief, the maxim ‘like produces like’ is viciated if something 
possessed of particular qualities is supposed to be produced 
from that having no quality. 

44. The Samkhyas like the Naiyayikas and unlike the Mimamakas 
believe that power is not an independent object. 

45. The favouring entity would be supposed as created by some 
other favouring entity and so on and so forth. 

46. Separation is also not an independent object. Hence, it also can- 
not be accepted as separate entity. 


KARIKA-16 


(Cosmic Matter acts through the three constituents) 
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Opponent: In this way also it is not possible that it (the cosmic mat- 
ter) is the cause of the manifest because of its being one. The 
production of effects is observed through (collection of) many 
as that of the threads. The cosmic matter is one. Therefore, it 
is not endowed with the power of the activity for creation. 
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Proponent: Though the other state of the constituents in the form of 
the cosmic matter is one because it gives rise to a single 
knowledge, yet it comes to be (or attains) the state of collec- 
tivencss through the powers which are mutually helpful and 
which get some designation brought about by unequilibrium. 
Therefore, now, 


IT OPERATES THROUGH THE THREE CONSTITUENTS AND 
IN COMBINATION. 
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Through the expression ‘operates’ the author states ‘creation’. 
Through the expression‘through the constituents’ the author means 
another nameable form of the constituents which are essentially of 
unnameable form through the unequilibrium of the powers of the 
constituents because of their attaining the state of principal and 
subordinate. The state in which it is possible to say that there are 
three, sattva,etc., it is the (initial active) cause of the effects. Through 
the expression ‘through their combination 1 the auther suggests the 
power of giving rise to the effect invested in the constituents stand- 
ing in need of each other. This is meant here. At the time of opera- 
tion the constituents having given up the eariler state and 
havingattained the differentiations, get together through mutual ser- 
vice. And, having got together, they give rise to the manifest. There- 
fore, there arises no defect of oneness of the cosmic matter because 
it is the other state which gives rise to a non-different or one 
knowledge. There is no operation for initial activity by a sinagle en- 
tity only because there is the difference of the constituents. 

(Cosmic Matter does not move but modifies) 







Opponent: There is no possibility of initial operation in the cosmic 
matter because the cosmic matter is inactive. Or, if the activity 
is accepted, there will be contradiction with the statement of 
its dissimilarity to the manifest. 


i f? Urt hRuiih<h$rt 
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Poponent: No, because of the distinction through different types of 
activities. There are two types of activity-movement and 
modification. The movement is negated in cosmic matter be- 
cause it is subtle. 


THROUGH MODIFICATION 


Its effects start. 


114 


Yuktidipika 

31T3- ^5^ MRuilHtsfq '4 NM<JcI I ^ f? 4^- 



Opponent: The modification is also not possible in the cosmic matter 
because it is subtle in nature. 


Why? 

Because the modification is not observed in the subtle objects 
like space because of their being subtle in nature. 

Proponent: Inspite of subtlety of refinement, its modification should 
be accepted. 3 Therefore, it is right to declare it subtle and 
modifiable. 


(Nature of modification) 

mR u ii4i ? 

Opponent: What is the modification? 

— 





*pff twtaVufqif- 


Proponent: “When the object without deviating from its essence, ac- 
quires the new qualities leaving the earlier, that is called 
modification.” 4 


When an object without deviating from its essential nature 
comes up with the other (new) qualities after subduing the ealier 
qualities with the help of the power, that state is said by us to be the 
modification. 5 





Opponent: We do not understand this mere mention without an ex- 
ample. Therefore, an example should be given. 

OTShW TTeTm M- 
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Proponent: just as an object made of palasa wood without deviating 
from palasahood attains the yellow colour after subduing the 
blackness on account of the influence of other cause like heat, 
etc., it should also be understood like this. 


lyMKH ^ ^?«n ? 

Opponent: No, because the production of a different object is not 
negated. How is it known that the object made of palasa wood 
leaves and acquires the other qualities without deviating from 
its essential nature, and it is not born a fresh again and again. 


f^RUTRT *fT^HT ^cMdl ^TfrcT 


Proponent: Because of the negation of momentariness. Earlier only 
in case of momentariness it is mentioned (that) there is no 
cause for (accepting) the production or the origination of the 
object already destroyed . 6 And, the production is not justified 
without that. 


(change in form or quality does not change the original) 



f? *pff i ^ qf^Ttsfa fH^frUH^- 

rqicHiyil I d^lfd: I T£d- 

Opponent: There arises the undesirable contingency of the produc- 
tion and destruction of the qualified object through the 
production and destruction of the qualities because of the ac- 
ceptance of the identity of the qualities and the object 
qualified. In your theory, the object is not different from the 
qualities. If the destruction of quality is accepted, there results 
the destruction of the qualified also because of their being one. 
Similarly, is the production of that object with the production 
of the qualities. Therefore, the statement that the essential na- 
ture of the object persists inspite of the origination and 
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destruction of the qualities, is wrong. 

3^ 3, I 39*fT %3T#«TtS3^<3 %3T3T: 3 ^ 

'Ill'll f^TT^t ^•uRt'IRI: I cRT^TT 3T5R: 32: I 

MifadlVl rl'Tj.r^HI VI: rra I Vffifa-TIVl t|4faHI!fl 3f3 I 

Proponent: No because of the possibility of its staying (i.e., existing) 
like the army. To explain, there is the non-difference of the 
army from its parts. And, there is no destruction of army with 

o 

the destruction of the parts of the army. Similarly, the cloth 
is not different from the threads because the conjunction and 
whole are rejected by the Buddhists. And, there is no destruc- 
tion of threads with the destruction of cloth. The statement 
that the qualified object is destroyed with the destruction of 
the qualities, is wrong. 


(Generality and particularity) 

3 TTg, | d<+Rc|.? 

?? «3Tf<*T13R 3T WfcfaM 3T ? 
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3T*Tr#rf3 arfta yiHRH i 939T9T^ *tffo9W9T9: i am fafmr 9crc99fai 
f^T^T I 339 ^rfi *Pff 

Opponent: This is also wrong. 


Why ? 

Because there is no justification of postulating the general or 
the particular as the essential nature of the object qualified. While 
postulating like this in the nature of the object qualified, one may 
postulate the general quality or the particular. 

What difference does it make ? the generality of form, etc,, 
cannot be postulated as identical with the object qualified. 

Why? 

Because it is impossible. If the earth its general and pot, etc., 
the particular, the earth also is particular in comparison to the subtle 
elements. There is nothing general upto the state of cosmic matter . 9 
In the absence of that (general) there will be the absence of the 
form of the object qualified (by generality). If they (the qualified ob- 
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jects) arc the particular, i.e., qualified by particularity like, pot etc., 
the form of the object qualified could not be decided because those 
will exist with the other particular object. Then, the statement that 
the object qualified without deviating from its essential nature leaves 
the other qualities and acquires the new, is contradicted. 


^T:! 
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Reply: As regards the objection of postulating general or particular 
as the object qualified, we reply : let it be the general. As 
regards your statement that one general is particular in com- 
parison to (or depending upon) other (wider) general, (we 
reply) it is not so because the absence of general becomes cer- 
tain with eradication of all knowledge (of general); because 
the nature of the object qualified is proved thereby. Until the 
knowledge that this is earth is not dispelled, the earth is 
general and the pot, etc., the particular. This is substance also. 
The pot, etc., are the modifications (qualities) because the sub- 
sistence of the form (of the object qualified in case of earth 
etc.,) is proved through the origination of knowledge of its 
identical form when the qualities are changed. When the 
knowledge of the earth is dispelled, there is the knowledge of 
generality with reference to the subtle elements and of the sub- 
stanceness as the particular quality. This order goes on up to 
the cosmic matter. It is unchangeable general (object). Cosmic 


matter is the stale where there is the absence of all par- 
ticularities. If the general nature in the earth, etc., would be al- 
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ways associated with them, they come to be unchangeable be- 
cause there would always be their general form only. There- 
fore, there is no absence of the form of the object qualified. Or 
because the general nature ( generality ) is admitted with reference 
to the power. Or, the powers, viz., pleasure, pain and indif- 
ference undergo modification into the mergent object like the 
intellect, etc., up gross elements. Because they do not deviate 
from their essential nature as they are always the cause of the 
knowledge of generality, that substance-ness is the (general) 
quality of the mergent. If it is argued that it is not so because it 
is not well-known, we reply it is not so because we have already 
stated. We have already stated that the universe comes out of 
pleasure, etc. 

3TT3- ■QcRft I 4UU|rfb|$)qi<t I ^ 

'Tft'mftprt Volf's wmir i 

Opponent: In this way also there is no possibility of the universe be- 
cause there is no specification of the cause. If the power, viz., 
pleasusre,etc. arc modifiable, (the origin of) the universe 
beginning from Brahma to the immovable objects does not be- 
come possible. 


Why? 


Because there is no origination of a identical (or absolutely 
similar) effect. 

(The constituents give rise to various objects) 





I <TCT «piVlTfi4l fofMT: TOTOSlilPretmci igif? 

Proponent: The power is also modifiable; the universe originates 
from that. 

How? 


/ 
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LIKE WATER, ON ACCOUNT OF RESORTING TO THE ONE 
OR THE OTHER OF THE CONSTITUENTS. 

As the water falls from the sky without differentiation in it, 
there arises in it the difference into milk, urine and poision according 
to the differentiation as it comes into the contact with a cow, camel 
and snake. Similarly, the power in the form of the constituents which 
are specified get various forms right from Brahma to the gross ob- 
jects like the species and form (of the object), tongue, intellect, na- 
ture, wordly activities. Therefore, it is established that the cosmic 
matter is the origination of all the entities. And, there is no fault in it. 

II II 

Here ends the fourth discourse of the Yuktidipika. 


KARIKA16 


1. The reading given by ch. viz. samudayadityanena in place of 
samudayatyena of pandey’s text, is correct. 

2. The other commentators deny movement in the cosmic matter 
because of its being all -pervasive. 

3. The context demands the reading kriyatvabhyupagame in place 
of kriyatvanabhyupagame of pandeyas’s text. 

4. Here, samskara may mean creation. It implies that the change 
leading to creation is so subtle that it is not perceptible, still the 
modification is not deniend. The objects imperceptible in nature 
also undergo change. 

5. It differentiates the Samkhya view of change from that of Nyaya 
and Advaita Vedanta. In tha system of Nyaya the object is 
created a fresh and the same object does not modify into the 
other. In Advaita vedanta the change is allusory. In Samkhya, 
however, change is real but the object created is not altogether 
fresh but is the modified form of the cause in which some 
qualities are given up while the other are introduced. 

6. Of. Karika 9 

7. Since the Samkhy do not accept inherence as a relation, they ac- 
cept tadatmya (identity-cum-difference) between the quality and 
its substratum. Therefore, the objector raises such an objection. 

8. The argument is based upon the relation between part and 
whole. The example though not based upon quality and its sub- 
stratum cannot be said to be wrong. The Samkhyas admit the 
relation of identity-cum-difference. (tadatmya) between part and 
whole also. 

9. The Samkhyas are presented to hold the same view as the 
Naiyayikas regarding genarality and particularity. There is no 
fixed rule about them. However it is certain that samanya is of 
two kinds: the most pervasive and the least pervasive like the 
qualities of a particular object. The objects in middle may be 
said to be general or particular compartively. The cosmic matter 
is the most general while a particular object made of gross ele- 
ments is the least general. About the objects in middle generality 
or particularity depends upon their comparative position. In 
Samkhya the rule is that the cause is more pervasive than the ef- 
fect. In other words, in the hirarchy of causal classification the 


Karika 16 


121 


earliar is more general than the latter. 

10. The nature or the form of the object is determine! by the 
knowledge of that. If something is known as earth, it is deter- 
mined as earth though the qualities may change. 

11. The sense is if the general nature is not deviated, that object 
would be eternal in its form and thus the causl relation would 
come to an end. 


KARIKA-17 


(Esistence of Conscious Entity) 

I chl^KUI^rdR^SWl^d^rdHItlH I 

fW: WT |Rr ^ 3T^URIH*4)WTT I I ^Ni^Pd- 

jrf<N%: I fddM^'N^rdRd^ Rfrd qFfg^ ?fd ^n'Wpfal: 5ffW: I 
^PTFTTS'J'PI®^ I f? a^icq^lf<HI cT^J^TT S'Mlft I ddlf 

dT^WTrRT H 3?5T«^ I I RRJPTSR: I 

? f^pnf^wRTW cRRm^ i ? i +i4d.rRns^q- 

<T%: I t? , 4'fflr'TRlS«tR]c[ I HMddHIct i Rf? 

T: 5RFTH; I pRT? 


“STPfa’HJPHTRTfeT'feiTf^T^^l^' | 



dcji^ifn *35^iracRsri<T3: i 
fyfelJfy wfuStalft ippTt II 

VKim^ifrMch faffig^piti^yMatpi 

R ^Tsfir CF%1IT 


“3(Rd chHiRd Rl^ldi:, d>K c t>*<i ? I TH3PI I lf'TTf$f- 

^Rri 3T^g^TF?«TTfd,3PRtj4#RR[l 
<£rf<r i 


Opponent : The cosmic matter is understood. Now, it should be es- 
tablished that the conscious entity exists as different from body. 
If it is asked why does the doubt arise, (the reply is) we have al- 
ready stated that the imperceptible object is obvserved to be of 
both the kinds (or in both the ways). 1 Moreover, because there 
is the difference of opinion among the authorities. The Bud- 
dhists hold that nothing except thought-faculty and constituents 
of the body exists. 

Why? 


i 


/ 
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Because it is not known through any of the means of knowledge. 

Whatever exists in the universe is known through some means 
of knowledge like perception as for example the form, etc. The soul 
(postulated by the Samkhyas) is not known through perception. 

Why 

Because it is by nature devoid of sound, etc “ Nor is it known 
through internal perception. 

Why? 

because the objects contradictory to one (devoid of the 
qualities like) composed of three constituents, etc., are not the object 
of that (internal perception). Nor is it known through apriori 3 and 
aposteriori 4 type of inference because the idea of cause and effect 
does not hold good (in case of soul). Nor is it known through the in- 
ference based on analogy 5 because there is absence of all common 
qualities in it. Nor (is it known) through valid testimony because it is 
not accepted by us as a means of valid knowledge. The sruti, smrti, 
Purana and itihasa are not the means of valid knowledge according 
to the Bauddhas. Their own scripture states as : 

“There is no soul of the one (supposed to be wrongly) pos- 
sessed of it. It is invertedly postulated. There is no entity called soul. 
There are the elements which are caused. You are composed of 
twelve only the skandhas, ayatanas and the dhatus. After analysing all 
these, the man is not observed. Know the internal objects as void and 
consider the external objects also as void. The one who cherishes the 
void is also an ignorant as well .” 6 

Again, it is stated that “the acts are there, their fruition is there. 
No agent, however, is observed to take these elements off and to col- 
lect the others, than the stipulation of the qualities.** Therefore, since 
the soul is not established by any means of knowledge, it does not 
exist. 


(The Existence of soul established through inference 
based on analogy). 

(composite is meant for others) 




I 
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?? Wtf c[ET: I <ra*TT WnRTTW'WJ: I 3rfR ^R WkcWT: 

*RR: I WK^HISfawfa I I (TRI^R^R: I 

Why? 


BECAUSE THE COMPOSITE IS MEANT FOR OTHER 


The composites are observed to be meant for others just as the 
bed, seat, chariot and feet, etc. The body is also a composite. There- 
fore, it should also be meant for other. The other entity referred to 
here is the conscious entity. Therefore, the conscious entity exists. 

(Conscious entity is non-composite in nature) 


I f? TTRft WcTP-lf: I 

tcl^T: MlklHR <TSc*RTCT*fR^ I ' 

fOTT: I 3f0d<rHK /T erff RT«rf: I 


Opponent : Because the nature of being meant for (other) composite 
is also experienced. The bed, etc., though meant for others are 
meant for some other composite. If their aplication is extended 
to the composite of the cause and effect (i,e., body), its nature 
of being meant for some other composite is established. This 
would lead to the undesirable contingency of establishing 
something opposite to the conscious entity (in nature). If it is 
undesirable, the sense of sight, etc., would not be meant for 


others. 

^|chH^dc;iMlc;pH^ ! TTRTc[ ? cH<H^ I 

I I ^fcT 

cT^TT TTfcT T I cITHK^ WcT^f: 

I 


Proponent : This cannot be accepted. 


Why? 

Because the discussion is commenced after the establishment 
of non-composite nature of the conscious entity. The discussion is 
taken up when the non-composite nature of the conscious entity is 
proved. Therefore, it (the reason) does not go against the nature of 
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being meant for other. If it is asked how is it known, we reply, be- 
cause it is not cognised directly. If there would be composite nature 
(of the conscious entity), the conscious entity would be directly 
known like Devadatta, etc. If this would have been the case, there 
would be no doubt and consequently the discussion would not com- 
mence. Therefore, it is wrong that the eye, etc., are meant for other 
composite as is the case with the bed, etc. 


T3FT: I 


3n?, i p 




Opponent : Their nature of being meant for other is proved by their 
mutual sevice. The field, water, sun, etc., are doing service to 
the crop. Therefore, on account of serving the body it is com- 


posite. This is stated so and, hence, their nature of being de- 
pendent, is wrong. 


I cTSJSTT ■ 


Proponent : No, because it (eye) is, like bed, etc., meant for other 
than itself. For example though the parts of the bed are 
mutually meant for other, yet they are purposive for some en- 
tity other than themselves and are useless in the absence of 
that. Similarly, though there is mutual serviceableness in the 
eye, etc., yet they are purposeful only through (in presence of) 
someone different from them. And, in the absence of that there 
is the purposelessness of them. 


?TCHI<4l *KT*Wj*- 

I cfgRUS'Mt 3T I 3Tq t &qTT*rf: I 

cT«TT ^TfcT I 

Opponent : Since the bed, etc., are meant for Devadatta, and the latter 
being not outside the realm of composite nature, there arises the 
undesirable contingency of their being meant for one another 
(i.e. one composite for the other). Thus, the bed, etc., are meant 
for Devadatta and the object denoted by the word Devadatta is 
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the comosite of cause and effect (body). Hence, the purpose of 
the conscious entity is served (by some composite only) since one 
composite is meant for the other. Or there will be no example (to 
support your thesis). If you hold that the bed, etc., are not meant 
for Devadatta, etc., but are meant for the self, in that case the ex- 


ample would be equally unproved like the probandum (i.e.the ex- 

Q 

ample would be equal to the probandum). 


^ i ^ ^rTT*fer mR^h. i wi^ i 


«n^ 'rgrfl^w^ ^nf^r i ^fersn 

7 F?t ^ ?fcT I d^HlfoH4 5*^: I 


Proponent : No, on the basis of its being well known. It is true that the 
composite of effect and cause is meant for other ; the nature of 
their being experiencer does not hold good, i.e., they cannot be 
the enjoyer. In the world, the bed, etc., are commonly ex- 
perienced as meant for Devadatta, etc. Hence, following it we 
also speak like this. 


Why? 

Because it is a well known fact. Through the commonly ex- 
perienced fact the unexperienced also comes to possess the nature of 
the former. Afterwards, since both are having the same nature, it is in- 
ferred from the other quality that the one possesses this nature also. 
You have also stated in the discussion (lit. realm) of momentariness : “ 
In case of them in whose theory there is no change every moment, 
there is no differentiation externally just as in the case of backed 
atoms of the earth afterwords when the particularity is once cognised/ 
And it is not that there is no change every moment in ground ; other- 
wise it will involve the undesirable contingency of its not being 
momentary. Thus, the example that the differentiation is difficult to be 
cognised on account of subtlety, is refuted. Therefore, it is proved 
that conscious entity exists because the composite is meant for others. 

(Opposition to the properties of the manifest) 
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fa'pwfa'il'fc fWT: ^ «H^JI^|RM^ «WT I 

And due to the following reason also the conscious entity exists. 

BECAUSE OF OPPOSITION TO THE THREE CONSTITUENTS 
AND THE OTHER PROPERTIES 

The internal and the external objects are composed of three con- 
stituents, non-discriminative, objective, common to many conscious 
entities and productive (and) so is the cosmic matter. If this is so, in 
comparison to what there are the properties of being composed of 
three constituents and the others in manifest and the non-manifest ? 9 

(Control over non-sentient) 

fcdMi fanfallH: I 

Morever, 

BECAUSE OF THE CONTROL 

In case the activity of cosmic matter is causeless (or sudden), 
there would not have been the restriction (or rule) about a particular 
arrangement meant for a particular purpose (object). That rule (or 
particular arrangement) of earth, etc., in the from of ear, etc., is 
found in the (body of) gods, man and animal for the attainment of 
(association with) the desired and the avoidance of the undesired. 
Therefore, there does exist the conscious entity) different from them 
controlled by the constituents undergo diverse transformation. 


(Control is metaphorical) 
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Plausible objection : If it is argued that the control is not justified be- 
cause it would involve the undesirable contingency of (supposi- 
tion) of. agency (in the concious entity)? It may be like this. If 
the activity is admitted (to belong) to the constituents control- 
led by the conscious entity, there will be the admittance of 
agency in it. If it is not an agent, there is no controling power 
(in the consiconscious entity). 

Reply : This is also wrong. 


Why? 


Because the control is metaphorically spoken with reference to 
the purpose (of the coscious entity ). 10 The constituents attain the state 
of effect and cause (i. e., objects) in a way that the purpose of the con- 
scious entity is fulfilled. Hence, since they are dependent upon him, 
their nature of being controlled is justified. (Similarly) the control- 
lership of the conscious entity (is justified). Therefore, arises no un- 
desirable contingency of the agency of the conscious entity . 11 Hense, it 
is right that the conscious entity exists because of the control. 


(conscious entity exists as an enjoyer) 





Moreover, 


BECAUSE OF THE ENJOYERSHIP THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY 
EXISTS. 


Here, both the mnaifest and the unmanifest, being of the na- 
ture of pleasure, pain and indifference, are unconscious in nature. 
Therefore, there is no propriety in cansidering their mutual enjoying. 
Whosoever is this enjoyer is the conscious entity. 

(Enjoyment of conscious entity is metaphorical) 
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Opponent : What is this enjoyment ? 

Proponent : The enjoyment is caused by the attainment of the object. 


^f<T? 

Opponent : The knowing faculty is capable is capable of attaining the 
objects. Hence, let there be the knowing faculty only (as the en- 
joyer). What then is there the need of postulating the conscious 
entity ? 

? 

Proponent : What is then this knowing faculty ? 

srrs.M jr* i hr - 

I I dW *Rf: ~ 

%RT, RHT, %<RT, ¥P?ff , JR:, *iw>K 

Opponent : Knowledge, consciousness, mind are synonymous. There 
are six kinds of knowledge : Knowledge arising of eye, Knowledge 
arising of ear, Knowledge arising of nose, knowledge arising of 
tongue, knowledge arising of skin and the knowledge arising of 
mind. That which arises lwith the help of the form and eye is the 
knowledge arising of eye. In this way, the ear and word, nose and 
smell, tongue and taste, and the properties of mind give rise to the 
conciousness. Its attributes are affection, perception, psychic 
stirring, conduct, mind (deliberation) and impressions, etc. 
Therefore, since the knowing faculty forming the part of the body 
is capable of enjoying, there is no soul at all. 

(Consciousness can belong tosoul only ) 

^R^Mp-irdlR, ^R%tRfHRRRTrR%<R MdlfdqftcdmJH I dWR- 



fddH: ^£d d'J'JlKtlq q>K u l 
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Rt 4) > 1 1 f?w h. i ^NiW'ilM*)i4><w4ci p!wq^ 

TP’fPT^^RT^lt^T: I ffif I %tRT- 

I W ’H^dRrHP^^^0|^hl4Hi^«rf% W?%cRTf^- 

TfRi^d4 ^r^ti'd ffir twf:, w«n 

^S7T5%d4«T: WSJ’TOfl fft ^Rt" “nyiq'Fl H?Ml<s- 

?Jcf I <f'HlR* ? 7t3^q'i qei^raq |fd %<R fdTl 4H4 JcI itcT I RK'- 4 ^' 
^(W{ I SfSJffit? I Jf^RT^mr^ °!<c|ynw4> 1 ^ 

W5?ra^ I M: 5TORI'^2K^: I VMflR^+K: ^WT: 
dWK^y*H:WTlfV: I 


Proponent : No, because of the non-justification of postulating consi- 
ciousness as belonging to a product of the non-conscious. With 
the acceptance that the knowledage arising of eye arises with 
regard to the eye and the form, it (knowledge) would be non- 
conscious because of its being the modification of the non-con- 
scious, just as a pot. Therefore, it is merely a cherished well 
that the consciousness is the property of the mind. 

If it is argued that it is prouved through the observation of the 
production of dissimilar effect ? It may be like this. This is not a rule 
that the effect should belong to the genus of its cause. On the other 
hand, the origination of a dissimilar effect is also observed in case of 
the objects. For example, from the peak of the mountain is born the 
reed grass (used for arrows), the durva grass originate from the 
samall hair of the cow (of the body) when not placed in opposite 
direction; the small of cowdung from a waned calf and water from 
the contact of moon with the moonstone. (Similarly) fire is produced 
from the contact of the sun-stone and the cowdung, contact of water 
and lime, and the attrition of arni wood. In this way consciousness is 
produced from the form, etc. which are unconscious. 


Reply : This is also wrong. That restriction is like the 
restriction of the orgination of conscious and non-conscious. For 
example, inspite of the origination of dissimilar effects, there is 
a reastriction in your theory that from the conscious citta there 
is no origination of the unconscious pot, etc., Similarly inspite of 
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the origination of dissimilar effects the rule in our theory is this 
that the conscious citta does not originate from the form, etc., 
which are uncouscious. Therefore, though there are many examples, 
yet you are not better (in theory) because you have (accepted) 
the objects of worng knowledge which are like the construction 
of the city of illusion. If it is argued that the rule will be like a 
lamp?It may be like this. As the pot, etc., which are not of the 
form of resolution originate from the sattva which is non-sentient 
in nature, it is not that the intellect also which is of the nature 
of resolution does not originate from that. Similarly, the non-con- 
scious pot, etc., originate from the form, etc., which are non-con- 
scious, but it is not that the citta w'hich is conscious does not 
originate from it. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because of the differentiation into capabilities. The sattva is of 
the nature of resolution because of its being of the nature of light. 
Then, it is right if (you say that) the intellect which is of the nature of 
resolution originates when that dominates. The, pot, etc., are of the 
nature of non-resolution because they abound in tamas. The form, 
etc., in your theory are, however, of a single nature. Therefore, the 
solution here is not equal to our case. 


(Resolution and consciousness) 





Opponent : Is there some difference of nature between resolution 
and consciousness or not ? 


vt-^ M rnrd I <T*TT ^ qiifruii: f? 

•mfti I ^ 

iJSNlsft rT?TT rTZIT I 
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Proponent : Though the intellect being composed of the three con- 
stituents and of the nature of knowledge is knowable, yet when 
it is of the nature of resolution, it is conscious in nature. Thus 
state the followers of Varsaganya : ‘the conscious entity en- 
voloped with (orpossessed of) the function of the intellect fol- 
lows the intellect and continues (to edist) in the form of 
knowledge ’. 13 It is stated also : 


“The conscious entity appears as having acsumed the form of 
the objects, as the intellect so the conscious entity, shining through 
(or appearing like) intelects, the conscious entity is said to be a 
knower as a jewel. 4 As is the modification of the mind, so appears 
the form of the conscious entity. The conscious entity attains the 
form of the intellect because it is sentient the form-which is located 
in the other entity." 


i 



Opponent : The postulation of either of the conscious entity and the 
internal organ serves no purpose because of the (postulation 
of) non-difference in the nature (of them). If the position is like 
this-as the nature of the agent of resolution, so is the nature of 
consciousness, in this case either you should postulate resolu- 
tion only or consious entity only. 

Why? 

There is no justification of postulation of acting together in 
case of the one who can act lonely. Or there (should) be the state- 
ment of the difference of nature. If the distinction finally remains in 
case of the resolution and consciousness, it should be stated that this 
is the nature of this only and not of this. 

3^-^T TTcWT? ffil ^ Wr 3T8J ftij ? 

ft; ? 

Proponent : One who argues for non-difference of objects due to the 
non-difference of the form should be asked-so what? In your 
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theory is there the difference in form between the conscious- 
ness and object or not?. 


I 3|l3>RRft Pf<T I 3 f? RlW 



Opponent : No, 

Why? 

Because there would not arise the discriminative knowledge of 
an object when the form is different. The form of the object cannot 
be known without the knowledge of the object. If the cow would be 
of some other form and the knowledge of the cow of some other 
form, there would not arise the discriminative knowledge of the cow 
which is of different form from the cow, just as the knowledge of the 
cow, which is of different form from that of the horse, does not arise 
from the discriminative knowledge of the horse which is also of dif- 
ferent form from the cow . 15 Therefore, there is no difference be- 
tween the knowledge and the form. 

3^- d4lR<n7 |Rt ? 

Proponent : In this case, is there the distinction between the object 
and knowledge or both are identical ? 


Opponent : Why? 


H^i<*isicbiyi4 M 


RrfSRTt ^ I -dwtwfofil I T3^qW[ I 

ws^sfq i *hhui^whk¥ii<mTChRi 

fofaiisi w^TTwtfpf 1 
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I f<fai ^ ^IHHIdW faNAlfaqfa'IR Mfd^oWIH ?fcT I 
Proponent : Because there is the relation of illuminator and the il- 
lumined. 

“As there is the difference between the knowledge and the ob- 
jects of knowledge even though their form is not different, similar is 
the case with (the difference) between soul and the light through the 
relation of the object cognised even though there is no difference in 
form; in the same way, there is the difference between the conscious 
entity and the internal organ.” 

If you argue that is wrong because the relation of the cogniser 
and the cognised is not determined? It may be like this. Just as the 
relationship of the cognised and the cogniser is fixed between the 
cow and its knowledge, it is not so between the conscious entity and 
the internal organ. Therefore, it involves dissimilarity. 

This is wrong. 

Why? 

Because you have a doped a different way (here). Earlier you have 
stated that the objects whose form does not differ are identical. Now, 
however, speaking like this (i. e. holding the difference) due to the 
relation of the cognised and the cogniser even in the absense of non- 
difference in the form (of the two), you have adoped a different way. 

If it is argued that it is non-Buddhist (position) because of the 
admittance of knowledge only (by the Buddhists)? It may be like this. 
Only the knowledge appears in the form of the objects (of 
knowledge) and the cogniser when it is coloured by an object which 
is only internally existent, and (in reality) does not exist. There is 
nothing external which is endowed with the character of something 
cognised. Therefore, the position that there is the distinction be- 
tween the knowledge and the object of knowledge on account of the 
distinction between the cogniser and the cognised, is non-Buddhist . 

That is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because of the difference of the theory. The defect is applicable 
to those in whose theory the external object exists. We reject the 
position of the others that the state of both the objects and the cog- 
niser is knowledge itself. 

(Conscious entity is not an agent of resolution) 
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am, i fa'Wrwftui'H i ^ fw 

fWi’M: 5rfw^ ^4 Rift ftRft^TtSRt fa^Rtft 

JTRFL cJRMR I 3T*T *TT ?ft ft*Rt H 


Opponent : In this way also there would arise the undesirable contin- 
gency of infinite regress in case of the objects, because you have 
recognised the subject of knowledge also as an object of 
knowledge. If the objectivity of a cogniser is recognised f it would 
result in the position that there will be other knower of the con- 
scious entity which is himself a knower. There will be someone 
else of that also. Thus will be the infinite regress. Thus in order to 
alleviate the defect (it should be postulated that) the conscious 
entity being of the nature of ascertainment is not the object; nor 
should then be postulated some cogniser other than resolution. 


1 <?p3Rlfu| <TT^ Wl- 

^ft faq'CHWMt ’ittFTi %?rc i 


Proponent : That is not possible in the case of conscious entity because 
of its being conscious The senses are of the nature of apprehen- 
sion only and, hence, are not the knowledge. Hence, some in- 
ternal organ as endowed with the knowledge is postulated. The 
internal organ also being unconscious is not capable of cognising 
the object even it has attained the form of the object following the 
operation of the senses which have attained the form of the ob- 
ject. Hence, the conscious enjoyer is required. Since the con- 
scious entity is conscious, there is no possibility of postulating 
some other seer of the conscious entity. Therefore, there is no 
(scope for) undesirable contingency of infinite regres. 



I *K4^dH I <IRI arejcr- 

:3(TO:I 


Opponent: There arises the undesirable contingency of conscious 
entity’s being agent of resolution because of its being con- 
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scious. If the intellect is unconscious, there will be no operation 
of resolution in case of it as it is not in case of a pot. Hence, the 
resolution will belong to the conscious entity. Then there would 
be the absence of intellect. 

— T, I 3RTpT^t Hd$<rf<8T5- 

oZTbTH|i|: I | czpspqFT: I 

oqoqpr^ <TFht I 3*RT<t ? I Wllftfl'WH- 

frfpft ft ^iKiOiPd^lct I ^TTT ^TT^TFTeTOT TTtT '^^T^R5r^R^; 



Proponent : No, because (otherwise) there will arise the undesirable 
contingency of absence of obstruction because of the isolation of 
conscious entity. We shall say later on that the conscious entity is 
of the unmixed form. If it would have been the agent of resolu- 
tion, there would be resolution of the person asleep, intoxicated 
or fainted in respect of ascertaining the directions without any 
obstruction. The obstruction in resolution of a man in these states 
is, however, observed. Therefore, the resolution does not belong 
to conscious entity. This defect does not arise in the theory of one 
according to whom the agent of resolution is the internal organ. 


Why? 


Because of its being composed of three constituents. The intel- 
lect is a particular arrangement of Sattva, etc., because of the rejec- 
tion of some other instrument (or operation of some agent). When 
Sattva having the characteristic of resolution becomes overpowered 


by Tamas which becomes dominant, then the resolution is obstructed. 



i <Rpr- 




I 3R xr^ 


I 


Opponent : How is it known that everything in the world is uncon- 


scious? 
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Proponent : Because of being the modification of cosmic matter. 
Here, whatever is the modification of cosmic matter is uncon- 
scious, just as the threads, cloth etc., being the modification of 
cosmic matter are unconscious. If it is argued that it is not con- 
clusive because of its (i.e. of the unconsciousness) observation 
in the space, we reply, no, because it is not established. The ab- 
sence of considering the space as the modification of cosmic 

10 

matter is not established in our theory. Therefore it is right 
that everything being the modification of cosmic matter is un- 
conscious. Hence, is the nature of non-modification of cosmis' 
matter in the case of the conscious entity because they are con- 
tradictory (dissimilar in nature), Therefore, the enjoyer-ness of 
some other ultimate object (than conscious entity) is not justifi- 
able or possible because of its being unconscious in nature. If it 
is not so, (i.e.if there is no other enjoyer), it is rightly stated that 
conscious entity does exist because of its beeing an enjoyer. 


(Tendency for Isolation) 









fiNKHK I 


AND BECAUSE THERE IS THE TENDENCY FOR ISOLATION. 

Here, the cessation of activity of the active agents is not jus- 
tified without some other reason.Cosmic matter also is active, be- 
cause it (activity) is observed in the case of manifest. 

Therefore, he, whose isolation is the cause of the activity of 
cosmic matter, is the conscious entity. 

If it is argued that since cosmic matter is not accepted, both of 
them are not established, it may be like this. The cosmic matter also 
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is not well established for us like the conscious entity. The activity for 
isolation which is stated to be a reason by you for the existence of 
conscious entity is not yet proved (and hence,) the proved or existent 
thing is not being established by it. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is established earlier. The one saying this before es- 
tablishing (the existence) of cosmic matter would surely deserve 
reproach. The cosmic matter, however, is already established (by us) 
through ‘limited magnitude’, etc., and hence, it (your argument) is 
not effective. 


(Controversy does not prove non-existence of conscious entity.) 


I 3m: cT&St I VlRdHId 'J*- 

Td^Afd I I 3*^ ? I I 

^ifa^MHild^lfad:, cJ*nf?mT:, **<RT fr^ I tT«IT 4faT- 

^iRi'+iPi, 3n^iR^iP»i,4l^i'jfi1% Pfsrfcmfd: i xm «4T<i«rf5»rm: i 

d*H <ifw ipw I l 

wsrfd4«i i ^4^* “3rfm =Frffer 
|Rt «^ 4dd. I H f? ftsfa TlM- 

fPr * w i dwi^4lsftfa: v<4<wd4>fd*£i 

^q>id ^rdtrdM^ftfd n 11 


If it is argued that the existence of conscious entity is not 
proved becuse of the controversy among all the authorities.? It may 
be like this. If there would jave been the existence of conscious^ntity, 
there would not have been the religious (doctrinal) controversy 
among the authorities. However, the controversy is there. For ex- 
ample, according to some it is devoid of qualities while according to 
others it is subservient, all-pervasive according to all but limited in 
magnitued according to others. Similarly, it is one or many (accord- 
ing to different authorities). Therefore, the postulation of conscious 
entity is just merely an illusion. 

This is wrong. 

Why? 

Because it involves the undesirable contingency of the absence 
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of all objects, because the controvery is found in case of form, etc., 
also. According to some those are momentary and according to 
otheres existing for some more time ; similarly, dependdent accord- 
ing to others. The senses also are products of elements, or products 
of egoism or products of man thus is the controversy about them. In 
this way, there would be the absence of all objects. Therefore, con- 
scious entity does exist. It is right that it is wrong to say that con- 
scious entity does not exist because it is not cognised through any 
means of knowledge. We shall refute the statement ‘ the internal ob- 
jects should be seen as void ’ afterwards. The statement that ‘the ac- 
tion is its fruition also is, the agent, however, is not observed, is right. 
If the component forming the human body are set aside, there is no 
other agent to form the (human body); this is our theory. There be 
the desirous of liberation after setting aside the wrong and illusory 
postulation of the theory of absence of soul, which is contradicted by 
al the scriptures and arguments, should attain the everlasting immor- 
tal place which is opposite to (i.e. devoid of) all the calamities like 
birth, death, etc., through the knowledge of the existence of the con- 
scious entity only. 


I 


KARIKA 17 | l/o 

1. The imperceptible object is observed to be existent or otherwise. 
Therefore, since the conscious entity is imperceptible, its exist- 
ence or non-existence is not certain. 

2. Since the sensuous perception depend upon the sense-organs 
which cognise sound, touch, taste, smell and form, the object 
devoid of these qualities cannot come under the purview of the 
sense-organs. 

3. For details see karika 5. 

4. For details see karika 5. 

5. For details see karika 5. 

6. Cf. Madhyamikakarika 

7. The author means to say that parartha denotes that meant for 
some other which is not itself composite in nature. 

8. The existence of the conscious entity depends upon the fact that 
the composite objects are meant for others while the fact of then- 
being meant for other presuposes the existence of some other 
entity. Thus, the probans and the probandum are mutually de- 
pendent and the lack of ascertainment in case of one disproves 
the other also. 

9. There characteristics become the distinguishing features only 
when there is some entity devoid of them. 

10. The reading should be probably yatha purusarthah in place of 
yatha apurusarthah. In fact the practice of avagraha is very 
modern and the reading suggested by us can very well be 
adopted here. 

11. The control is merely through presence. The Purusa does not do 
something but the constituents act for a certain purpose which 
belongs to the conscious entity, and thus is the control over the 
constituents. Since the constituents depend upon the conscious 
entity, they are controlled though the conscious entity is not an 
active controller. 

12. The differentiation of nature among all the objects is caused by 
the differentiation of the constituents as their components. 

13. This is the description of the empirical state of the conscious en- 
tity. In its transcendental state it is of the nature of pure con- 
sciousness, free from its contact with the intellect. 
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14. The analogy suggests that the knowledge in the conscious entity 
is not real but apparent. The conscious entity does not undergo 
any change in the empirical state also. 

15. The sense is that the knowledge of one object cannot lead to the 
knowledge of the other different from it. Similarly, if the 
knowledge and the object would be different, to have the 
knowledge would not mean to know the object. 

16. The Samkhyas consider the difference between grahana and 
pratyaya. The former refers to taking the form of the objects 
without the awareness of them, while the latter emphasises the 
awareness of the object, though the fact of its taking the form of 
the object is not denied. 

17. The context demands the reading akasasya smatpakse instead of 
akasay atmapakse. 


KARIKA-18 


(Multiplicity of the conscious entity) 


«i% i crj«it stoifcn -?rfrcFT i ebwP^+wi^H i < (remrysrer i 



Opponent : We admit that the soul exists. Now it should be thought 
upon whether the soul is one or they are many. If you ask why 
does such a doubt arise, (we reply), because the relatives are ob- 
served in both the ways. In some cases, there is found the con- 
tact of many with many, for example, that of the body with ears, 
etc. In some cases the contact of one with many is found, just as 
that of the space with pot, etc. The soul is related to bodies. 
Hence, arises the doubt whether it is many like ears, etc., or 
one like space. Moreover, because of the controversy among the 
authorities. The followers of the Upanisads consider that the 
soul is one. Kanada, Gautama and the Jainas, etc., hold them as 
many. As there is the controversy about the oneness or many- 
ness of soul, similarly there is the controversy about its nature 
of being a witness, indifferent, seer and non-agent . 1 Therefore, 
it should be told as to how these qualities exist in the conscious 
entity. 

(Definite adjustment of birth, death and organs) 

?kT JrfcTfT I SRiTRt ? 
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WlfafiT ^4$<K4I ^4°T: W^cR*? ^ Hc^TRA 

Rrlfl*q *{4$l<Ucq! J l: I ^P 7 ! (^To^^)^^fcT I 

^TTpT ^ ^H<u|eWU||ft I ^T Jffirj«4 fWT: M.d 4rH I fcrH I K IcR^t ^HcRft- 
^ i *r ^- *fftot ^ ^ cw4«w<uiwici^H<ii i wrcfa- 

I 3fRqj 

Hlftn1 ^ 1^4 jI-hh^ 3rt^r *T j 



*IR:, ^T I cT«TT ^TRT 34«Hl^nfd9l4t foWTS^M- 

OTT '^ft^T^IKlR^ird^T '^Tfo:, <Flt: M<W<fa^l^HI<HHI 4W- 

Wt I I 3{fc<T ^EfFt cMuiftflfi!: IWT: I cF *FTT- 

^^RT3TFTR?RT I 

Proponent : As regards your statement that there is the doubt with 
reference to the (number of) soul whether it is one or many on 
account of its being a correlative, we reply the conscious en- 
tities are many, is the assertion. 


Why? 


BECAUSE OF THE DEFINITE ADJUSTMENT OF BIRTH, 
DEATH AND ORGANS. 

Birth means the contact of the internal organs like intellect 
supported by the subtle body with the external body in accordance 
with the impressions of the past deeds. Death means the giving up of 
the earlier body by the internal organs when the experience of result 
of deeds done earlier is over and when the enjoyment of the result of 
the deeds done recently is present (near ). The organs are thirteen- 
th^ will be stated (by the author) later on (Ka 32). The compound 
birth, death and organs is dissolved as birth and death and organs. 
There is the definite adjustment of them with each conscious entity. 
From this probans is deduced the multiplicity of souls. What is meant 
is this. Birth and death are the other states of the body. They are 
mutually opposite like darkness and light. If there would have been 
one soul only, just as a single object connot experience the falling of 
darkness and light on it at a time because it is impossible, similarly, 
one soul cannot experience birth and death at the same time. And, it 
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is observed that there is the experience of birth by some body and 
the experience of death by others. Therefore, we admit that there are 
many souls in case of whom there is the capability of experiencing 
opposite qualities (separately). Similarly, there is the excess of light 
which grasps the objects in case of the senses and also the in- 
capability (Ka 47) of twenty eigth kinds in the form of the excess of 
impurity. Their experience by one soul only is not possible since they 
are opposite in nature. It is not possible to experience in case of one 
soul only the excess of light in the form of (causing) knowledge of 
the objects and the incapability in the form of the excess of impurity 
because both of them are opposite in nature. This adjustment in case 
of every conscious entity regarding (or caused by) senses does exist. 
Therefore, we hold that there are many souls. 

(Non-simultaneity of action) 

Moreover, 


BECAUSE OF THE NON-SIMULTANEITY OF ACTIVITIES THE 
PLURALITY OF THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY IS ESTABLISHED. 


Why? 

Because of the non-simultaneity of activities. ‘(It is) of the cos- 
mic matter’ remains (to be said), in case of which only the activity is 
possible (or justified). 

Opponent : Whose activity is justified (or possible)? 

WFFI | 

Proponent : Of the cosmic matter. 

? 

Opponent : How ? 

/ 
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3mRT 5?VH^ I VltfiSWl '5 I N^- 

^iPr ?RlnfJI 3^3>fto4cti ^Trafe: wll^RdlU +l<WUWrw- , H=iHR'^ 
^Rd°M 5 tRt '5 I FRWRf I ^BT g BVFrc^S^i|H'*HU'HRH-5^frT: I 



If there would have been only one soul, cosmic matter would 
have bound (or attached to the province of) conscious entity only. 
This is capable of enjoying many bodies at a time and, hence, the cos- 
mic matter would have been active at a time in the production of all 
the bodies which should have been born in one cycle when the period 
of time respectfully incites (requires them). 2 However, the activity 
(modification) of cosmic matter in the form of various bodies is ob- 
served to be non-simultaneous. And, from that non-simultaneous ac- 
tivity of cosmic matter with reference to many bodies is proved the 
many-ness of the soul. 

(Another interpretaion of non-simultaneity of activities) 

I 3TRRT tfoH- 

I ? <J cTSTT I dWr^oiRm^'NcH^^Hidl 3TTRR I <K^rhH I 
i ^iRi hRiR i h i <4 fi '|^l dl s «}: i <rwra«?f- 
I 

The others say (interpret it) like this. Because of the non-sinml- 
taneous activity of the external organs only. 


How? 


If there would have been one soul only, since all the organs are 
arranged to accomplish the purpose of the soul, would acquire all the 
objects simultaneously with the organs situated in each body. In case 
of some disease like deafness the organ of (hearing) etc., would have 
been unobstructed means of cognising sound, etc., because sound, 
etc., would be heard through the organ related to some other body. 
This is, however, not the case. Therefore, on account of the non- 
simultaneous activity of the organs also there are many souls. This 
(interpretaion) is, however, wrong. 


Why? 


Because this (argument) does not differ from the former. This 
meaning is included in the argument ‘on account of the definite ad- 
justment of the senses.’ Therefore, let the argument be as it is inter- 
preted by us. 
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(Opposition to the qualities of the manifest) 


|| II 

WTPR%<FT JlWPTMft J|fclfl?<»3*j*r<rl- 



I cR ^R^’TRTf^Rt- 


«T%I 



I dfHKqR^d^^HI^H II \C II 

Moreover, 


BECAUSE OF THE OPPOSITION TO THREE CONSTITUENTS, 
ETC. 


The qualities of being composed of three constituents, indis- 
criminative, objective, general, unconscious and productive are 
found in all the bodies . 4 As are these, so are their opposites like ab- 
sence of constituents, etc., the qualities of the conscious entity. 
Then, there is the proof for one conscious entity from one body be- 
cause of the deduction of the existence of the one possessed of the 
nature opposite to the nature of the constituents. Similarly, on ac- 
count of the availability of the one of different nature from con- 
stituents in each body is deduced the multiplicity of the conscious 
entity . 5 Therefore, it is established that the souls are many. 


KARIKA 18 

1. These qualities are stated with reference to the conscious entity 
in the next karika. 

2. The sense is that if the conscious entity would have been one and 
thus would have been enjoying all the bodies at a time, the cos- 
mic matter would create all the beings required at a time. 

3. The sense is that deafness, etc., would not cause obstruction in 
knowledge because the soul, being one according the above 
theory, would cognise sound through the ears of others if there is 
the defect in one particular body. 

4. Cf. Karika 11 

5. Since in each body there is the one entity having the opposite na- 
ture to the constituents, there is a separate conscious entity in 
each body. 


KA RIKA- 19 


(Nature of Conscious entity) 

3TT?, I 

Opponent : The multiplicity of the soul is established. For what 
reason now arises the knowledge of witness-hood, isolation, 
neutrality, secrness and non-agency of the conscious entity ? 


&c|c<i II ^ II 

^TtfcT I ?nr ^Tf^ftrq^T '2 U THT cR«JftaRF 


Proponent : AND, THEREFORE, FROM THAT CONTRAST IS 
ESTABLISHED THE WITNESS-HOOD OF THE 
ONCSIOUS ENTITY AS ALSO ITS ISOLATION, 
NEUTRALITY, SEERNESS AND NON-AGENCY. 


With the word ‘from that’ is expressed the reason in general. 
The word ‘and’ (ca) is in the sense of restriction (or specification). 
The author puts in a specific case the reason which is employed in 
general (here); (the reason is) that through that contrast, etc. The 
author mentions the probandum through ‘is established the witness- 
hood of conscious entity ’, etc. 

Through the expression witness-hood, etc., he (.he author) sug- 
gests the non independence of the constituents with reference to 
their activity because the activity of cosmic matter depends upon his 
purpose. 

arfSroi'^ ? 


Karika 19 


149 


Opponent : How is there the controllership in conscious entity? 

44^fd,*T WMnfa I ftT^TRT cf^TT 

4Mld^^l^«TH^RirH^T4): W& I fvf, 

WrH^dlfdVNrH^miHM^: ^HPT J$: 

^TWTO '<?faPd I 

'Jldlfd I ^TT^^fd I T WQ «lUsil r d:tf>< u Kh* 

^swfWiq I T ^ H^lVIH^rdfdq^^4^Rd^<>q^ 

3^qRHT ^R '^d^d^T Hfd M€l&, Hl^f^HT<*H I ^ W 

®w4 *T °f^ct I R^cih 4| 4 I T I *T ^IcHdt ^RM' 

^d: I H W: I ^I^'VIRWIW^I I I <T^T- 

^R ^UINI'4: ^ju^nldWl^ ^ ^T*4<1IHNKJ 

I Wf'lfd 1 1 u 1 I Rfa'M 0 ^ M«Hl^i 



Proponent : When someone stands as a withness of the activities, the 
agent performs the acts according to his will and not inde- 
pendently. In the same way acts the cosmic matter. The intel- 
lect, egoism, subtle elements, senses and the gross elements 
arrange themselves into the form of god, men and animal in the 
way as the purpose of the conscsious entity is fulfiled by their 
activity and the cessation of activity; but not as they desire. 
Therefore, conscious entity is the witness because the activity 
and the cessation of activities are dependent upon the purpose 
of conscious entity. 


Through the statement of isolation the author negates the con- 
tact of the conscious entity. There is no contact of the conscious en- 
tity with the constituents in a way there is the mutual contact of the 
sattva, etc., which stand in need of each other’s qualities leke light. 
Through the statment of neutrality the author shows the impropriety 
or impossibility of extending trouble or favour to the constituents and 
the absense of taking the side (by the conscious entity) in their ac- 
tivity because there is no increase or decrease in conscious entity. * 1 
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Through the statement of seer-ness the author confirms merely 
receiving the form of the object merely through the contact with the 
activity of the constituents I 2 * which have not yet accomplished the ob- 
jects and which are of the nature of pleasure, pain and indifference, 
because the power of consciousness exists (in body) from the very 
time of formation of body (composed of the effects and causes). 
Through the statement of non -doership the seven kinds of non-doer- 
ship is resorted to. It does not ascertain the objects in its contact with 
the external and the enternal organs. It does not attain the state of 
subordination or principal through his quality in the form of con- 
sciousness, to the Sattva, etc., which proceed to activity through their 
qualities of light, motivation and restraint , and through favouring 
each other. Similarly, he does not act with the qualities as the woman 
and a boy. He does not employ others to activity while itself situated 
at one place just as the one who sets the charriot, a cart or a machine 
in motion. He does not create something from his own self like a 
lump of clay. Nor does he do something with something else like a 
potter. Nor does he do something through mere order just as a jug- 
gler. Nor does he work jointly like mother and father. Thus, through 
the present aphorism having made controllership, state of having the 
absence of the constituents neutrality, enjoyership and non-doership 
as the probandum the author puts forth the contradiction to three 
constituents, etc., as the probans. The application (as probans) of 
those five acts opposed to those of the three constituents should be 
unerstood in a way it is possible to do so for the establishment of 
these five . 4 

(Witness-hood due to absence of constituents) 

wi crfoPTOTuft i <nr 


There, from absence of consttiltuents (results) the witnes- 
shood. Since it is differrent from pleasure, etc., it is the witness of 
their activities . 5 


1 I <TW- 

I I FIRL I 


Opponent : (It is not right) because it is not well known as his nature 

of being devoed of the three constituents is not proved, if the 
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state of non-possessing the pleasure, etc., in case of the soul 
would have been established, it is right to say. That is however, 
not established. Therfore, it is wrong. 


If it is argues that without stating it particularly, it is proved 
through otherwise ? It may be like this. You have also not given a par- 
ticular reason to say that the pleasure, etc., are the qualities of the soul 
and not those of the word etc., Thereore, it is also not established. 

This is a also wrong. 


Why? 


It would involve the difference of localtion even when there is 
single sentence through the use of T . It is observed as used that ‘I 
am happy\ ‘I am unhappy’. Therefore, it is not right to consider the 
pleasure and pain, etc., as forming the nature of word, etc. 


I ? Tj|<qiju|rej I 


Proponent : It is not so. It (i.e., the reason ) is not conclusive with refennce 
to white complexion , etc. Just as there is the difference of location 
of the qualities of body and soul even in a single sentence through 
the use of T as ‘I am white’ and ‘I am black’ , similar would be the 
caswe with pleasure, pain, etc. Those would not be the qualities of 
the same self (inspite of the use of ‘I’) 


I x^uj tfqrfq WT 



Oppnent : It is wrong becsuse of their being found separately (at dif- 
ferent locations ). Though there is the knowledge of white com- 
plexion etc., as non-separated from body through the 
expression T, yet after perceiving them earler as not belonging 
to the soul and after perceiving them after wards as associated 
with the soul one can asertain that these belong to this and not 
to this. There is no congnition of pleasure and pain separately 
(without soul). Therefore, it (your argument) is wrong. 
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T: I fa I ^TcT ^ 

cT^T^^T ^slK^IScTT^^TM: I ^ ^ ^ Pf u I4l "5^: d^HI^Tb- 

^ l dHc<^KU | l<^m<H^f T< l I' ^f HTl^qr<HKnHcK<^ WTOT, 

3T«T^nqRH^M^d -^|f^ | I ? WTHTf^T- 

I W ftftrTFTFtf T^sfa: Wtsfaftfa 

xfa ^Kl^lni PiPhtIc^M ^RMlP*H<uq I ?fcf "5 I cTFTR 


Proponent : It is not justified. 

Why? 

Because you have adopted the other way. Earlier you have given 
the reason as it is the quality of the soul because it is known as non* 
separate through the use of T. At present there is the use of T on 
the ground of its knownledge as different; thus you are adopting a 
different way and there is no alleviation of the non-conclusiveness. 
Moreover, it (the established reason given by you) is not different from 
the doubt . I * * * * 6 The doubt arises since the white complexion etc., are per- 
ceived as different and the pleasure, etc., are not so. It is not right to 
take/the decision on the basis of the doubt itdelf. Thereore, it is right 
that even though through the T notion pleasure, etc., are not 
siparately perceived like the white colour, etc. Moreover, because of 
the involvement of undersirable contingency of not selecting them be- 
cause of the non-determination of their nature. In the case of one who 
speaks that the word, etc., are of the nature of pleasure, etc ., 7 there 
would arise the undesirable contingency of not selecting the word 
etc., because their nature is not fully determined. 

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because those are 
selected as the efficient cause (and not the material cause) just as the 
selection of fire ? It may be like this. As the fire is selected as the 
cause of the atomks produced by warmth, though they are of the na- 
ture of earth, the word, etc., and in this way those (pleasure, etc.,) 
would be the qualities of the soul. 

That is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because of the perception of having the same locus. There is no 
identity of locus between the fire which serves as a cause and the 
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atoms produced by warmth in the form ‘the fire which is already 
heated is cooking ’ Similarly, there would have been no identity of 
location between word, etc., and pleasure, etc., because word, etc., 
are suppopsed to be the cause of that. It is also perceived that the 
pleasing word also (somtimes) causes misery. Therefore, there is no 
selection of them because of their being the cause . 8 





Opponent : In this way also it is not right to take the pleasure, etc., as 
of the nature of word, etc. 

Why? 

Because of the controversy. Just as the word is known by all in 
the form of word because the word is of the form of the word, the 
pleasurable object also would be known by all as having that form 
(pleasurable). However, there is the controversy in this case. There- 
fore, they are the qualities of the soul only. 

| era SIT fWwrsqfaryifftS fasiftT- 

ftft: i h PwRmft: i * otrki- 

R^lcqrnRt I ^PTc[ I frrHTl3rHfa^fa*RlHRKrW I cRM I 





I MRTT% ftMTSJcMTMTFT ^ fJF ffill 

I 



I 


Proponent : No, because it is caused by a particular past impression. 
There is the difference of opinion with reference to sweetness, 
etc., because of the power of bilious humour (bile). There is no 
controversy of their being associated with a particular impres- 
sion of the absence of quality of word, etc. It is not that these 
are not having the quality of word, etc., Moreover, the same 
would involve even if they are considered to be the cause. This is 
similar in case of them who consider them to be the cause. 
There is no controversy in case of the cause and the result , 9 just 
as in the case of the lamp and the light. Thereby, the causality 
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of word, etc., would also not be postulated on account of con- 
troversy. 10 The fault belongs to both, the one only does not 
state it (for other). 11 

If it is argued that the fault does not arise when they are in- 
tended to be the qualities of the soul ? It may be like this. The cause 
being secondary through the fruition of some other (pleasure or 
pain) produces them with reference to the soul. If they are identical 
with the cosmic matter, their different adjustment would not be 
proper as they do not depend upon the cosmic matter. 

This is also not so. 


Why? 

Because of the statement already made. It is already stated in 
the beginning that even though they are identical, there is the con- 
troversy with reference to sweetness, etc., as they are subordinate (to 
each other). Therefore, the statement that they are prominent even 
when they are identical with cosmic matter, is not settled. 12 

^RTc[? ^ I 

I 

Opponent : This is also wrong. 


Why? 

Because they are observed in case of past and future as well. 
Therefore, it is not correct to consider pleasure, etc., as of the nature 
of word, etc. 


TOcK I 3^Hd1dlHI'k)Mfa SKIP'S 

5TRT I dWI<^U£ds4l: 7K1W- 

y^i^dwi^rFtfd^ywT: i dwid^Ui^^^rd i wnfroft- 

I ITJ: V^IHdi hIw-^ 

•T OTTOT ^IdJrdrMdyiH^i^yi^yRt 

^t<T I ^ % 3R*RT I <T«TI 3?RFRt TOOT 
dlc^l-Cd W*?tSWfr: I 

^tP: I WHlftWOTT 3nc*TT I ' 


Karika 19 


155 


Proponent : Because the knowledge is the cause of memory. The as- 
sociation of remembered pleasure, pain, etc., takes place in 
case of past and future word, etc., as well. And it is experienced 
so by the conscious entity due to its association with that. When 
they are considered to be the qualities of the soul, there would 
be no possibility of their being severe or slight since there is no 
particularity in the results which are born of some cause, as is 
the case with the baked atoms. Therefore, there is no im- 
propriety in considering pleasure and pain as forming the na- 
ture of word, etc. 14 Moreover, because it would involve the 
undesirable contingency of absence of liberation. Since the 
qualities can never be dissociated from the substance, there 
would arise the undesirable contingency of non-dissociation of 
them from the soul when pleasure and pain, etc., are taken to 
be the properties of the soul. Therefore, their nature of being 
the qualities of the soul is not right. 

If it is argued that their dissociation takes place like black 
colour, etc.? It may be like this. As the black quality, even though 
forming a quality dissociates with the contact of fire, and as the sky 
even though having the word, etc. As quality, remains without word 
etc., also, similar, will be the case with the soul also. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it would involve the undesirable contingency of taking 
up the other particular (qualities), and because it is still to be proved. 
Just as an atom takes up the particular new red quality after giving 
up the blackness and, thus, does not give up the colour (obsolutely), 
similarly, the soul also would acquire the new pleasure after giving 
up the old and new pain after giving up the old due to the capacity of 
the external cause. They would not be given up absolutely. This is still 
to be proved for us that the sky having sound as the quality remains 
qualitiless in some stage. We shall establish that the sound of the 
drum, etc., are the qualities of that . Therefore, it is correct to con- 
sider pleasure and pain as forming the nature of word, etc. 15 The 
soul is not of a mixed nature. Therefore, it is wrong to suppose the 
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qualities like desire, aversion, effort, virtue, vice, knowledge and past 
impression, which are mutually contradictory and of varied nature, as 
the qualities of that (soul). Therefore, it is right that the soul is 
qualitiless and it is merely the witness on account of its being qualiti- 
less and, hence* is isolated on account of its being devoid of (all the 
qualities). 

(Isolation of the conscious entity) 

I 

Since it is devoid of all the constituents, it is isolated; it does 
not remain associated with them. 

Opponent : What (type of) dissociation from the consiituens is in- 
tended in case of the soul? 



T ft? Tr^fT^T: 


sfir I dfHKflFlfo cR^T 

W*i I ^ I VTcRT: 


Proponent : It is the capacity of performing their function by sattva, etc., 

who do not stand in need of his help. The Sattva, etc., which 

exist helping one another through their qualities like light 10 do 

not require the favour from the conscious entity. They perform 

their activities merely through their association with the 

qualities like light. So read the followers of Varsaganya : The 

activity of the cosmic matter without understanding proceeds 

in the initial state of creation without being controlled by the 

conscious entity. Since the constituents proceed to activity 

without requiring his favour, this (conscious entity) also does 

not experience the contact with them. The postulation of Con- 
ic # 

sidering them different on the basis of working separately is 
experienced in the world too. For example, the brothers are 
separated, these have no common activity. These are not 
separate, their activity is common. 
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(Neutrality of the conscious entity) 

JTGRsqt I ^ far# I ft 

f^WJTT TO^T I 

I d^WlfW '^Hdl^MHfrl: I TOlTRT'M: I *t" 



It is neutral because it is the subject of experience. Since the 
conscious entity is subject of experience, it is neutral. 

What is the reason here ? 


Because of unequality of power. Because of the possibility of 
less and more there is a possibility of the mutual obstruction and 
mutual favour. But, the soul is the subject of experience. Therefore, 
there is no possibility of less etc., (in it). Hence, the consciousness. 
The neutrality (of the conscious entity) is proved because on account 
of its being unmixed it has no attachment or aversion which are the 
objects of the constituents. 

(Seerness of the conscious entity) 






oq^tT- 



The seerness of the conscious entity (is) because of its being 
conscious. The consciousness should be placed in the conscious en- 
tity after eliminating it from the Sattva, etc., because of their being 
the modification of the cosmic matter. The seerness is not possible 
in case of the non-conscious objects and, hence, the conscious entity 
only is the seer because of consciousness, and not any other entity. 

(Non-doership of the conscious entity) 


The non-doership of the conscious entity is because of his 
being non-productive. The nature of production is that which leads 
to production. The productive is one who has the nature of produc- 
tion. 


(Non-agency of the active agency) 


Opponent : What is that nature required for production ? 

? I 
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ft ffPTlftH^jtTTft I 3Rlft^q^PTi{ I I ft^Tftft %<f W^Rf, 

W ?ft ^f^TTc^T *rf^T- 

<*H<*wftd ^d*t I T 3 ^7T I cTWft^Pft^ I ftfWT: 

5^: wnr(chi4^«i t 1 ^fftri? fa^Md^w^ ^jftr- 

I f^d<t I 3cqTft^F^ fajft cj^, ^r^TTT- 

^Rf 1 fWdW 3T A I ^t: 3?- 

Sfift HllrWdi'J^: ^l4^< u i ^RRT^ft d<^Tt>H I ^fldl^dd4Uc4*d*ki<H<|)fa- 
ftchK^lcfijq^; | I W^T- 

3Toqqf^q 4tft 5^5fM«TPTO^T ^t 4^T $c^d<t I 3OTR[ ? 

I ^ ^7*^1 Mfci*> 4 Sfaftd - ^ WIHfaMRuHi^ 
«jft<dfftd I H^^^H^ u !ir'T^IM^HH^c),W5fTT\d^l^ cT«TT «jf^R*j43R- 
^ftHfd^: ^RT: I 7? %^:, ^ Hlcwfdfa^f '^Fdft^^TT 

^^HIS^Fcrf ^J?^: I 3rfc ^ 

qis^qfiH ^ ftsift jrqt*T ^t i 




4>qc-4 ag^RchtJ^rrag ii ^r n w ii 


Proponent : The nature of production consists of movement and 
modification. It implies that he is non-doer because of his being 
devoid of activities. It is non-doer because of its being non- 
productive. If it is asked how is its nature of being devoid of ac- 
tivity possible, (we reply), because of its being conscious. The 
nature of possessing the activities is observed with reference to 
the milk, etc., which are unconscious in nature and not in case 
of any conscious entity. Hence, conscious entity is inactive. 

X4n»n<xtiav Un/inn/<a /N f ilr kainrt «%ll«a / n/\n tMIVoklo\ tn notliro 
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entity is active? It may be like this. Cosmic matter being all-pervasive 
is active, conscious entity also should be active on account of its 
being all-pervasive. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because the association of (both the activity and all-pervasive- 
ness is obser\ f ed in case of one which is in association with two 
qualities . The all-pervasiveness in the active object is associated 
with forms of non-consciousness 21 and many other forms, i.e., com- 
posed of three constituents, etc., and not in isolated (all-pervasive- 
ness). It is, however, not the case with conscious entity. Therefore, 
the example is dissimilar. In this way the conscious entity is non-ac- 
tive and thus being inactive in nature does not produce the body 
from the cosmic matter. 

Why? 

Because the capability of producing some effect from the lump 
of clay is observed in case of potter who is active. 

It may be argued that it sustains the object produced by other 
as a nurse supports the bady, or, there may be his activity by employ- 
ing others to activity though himself situating inactive only just as the 
one who sets the chariot, the cart or the machine in motion. 

It is also wrong because of the reason stated above. 

If it is said to be like this that the Conscious entity produces the 
body from himself. 

This is also wrong. Since the conscious and non-conscious are 
entirely different (in nature), there is no possibility of being material 
cause or its modification in case of conscious entity. 

If it is argued that from both of them (the creation is 
produced)? 

That is also not possible because it would invole the un- 
desirable contingency of both the faults. 

It may be like this that the conscious entity produces the body 
merely through thinking without naming the state (genus) of birth. 

This is wrong. 

Why? 

Because there is no possibility of thinking in the absence of 
production. It is already stated in the context of refuting the causality 
of I^vara 22 that the intellect of the one possessing intellect does not 
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exist earlier to the evolution (modification) of cosmic matter. There 
is no possibility of thinking without intellect because thinking is the 
function of that intellect only. The creation by some intelligent 
creator is already refuted. That should be connected here also. And 
its doership of determination is also refuted earlier. Thus, through 
the non-doership of seven kinds, it is proved that the conscious entity 
is no-doer. It is stated also : 

The conscious entity does not determine, nor does it sustain or 
sets the other object in motion. It does not create the object from 
himself, nor from other objects, nor through calling the name only 
nor through the both the cosmic matter and himself. 

Therefore’, it is J*ight that 

“And therefore, from that contrast is established the witnes- 
shood of the conscious entity as also its isolation, neutrality, seerness 
and non-agency.” 


KARIKA 19 


1. The sense is that which increases or decreases and thus is aspir- 
ing for some benefit cannot be neutral, but the conscious entity is 
not affected by anything. 

2. The conscious entity is not an agent of knowledge, but a mere 
spectator. Knowledge in the conscious entity is actually ap- 
parent. Vijnanabhiksu brings out the difference between witness 
and the seer. The former is directly related to the object while 
the latter may be with intervention. 

3. This is to stress the idea that consciousness is the nature of the 
soul itself and is not produced in him by the association with the 
constituents. 

4. In karika 11 Isvarakrsna enumerates six points of opposition be- 
tween worldly objects and the constituents. The Yuktidipika 
considers five of them leaving aviveki. From these should be 
deduced the five points about the nature of the consious entity. 
However, there is no sequence or fixation as to which point 
should be deduced from which point of contrast. They should 
be understood as they may be possible. For example, the wit- 
neesshhood and isolation of the conscious entity are deduced 
from his being devoid of the three constituents, neutrality from 
his being the subject, seerness from consciousness, non-doership 
from non-productivity. 

5. The witness should not be actively involved in the activity wit- 
nessed by him. Since the conscious entity is different from 
pleasure, pain, etc., he can be their witness. 

6. The cause of the doubt, viz., finding together, itself is accepted 
to be the conclusion. 

7. The context demands the negative particle na in the beginning of 
the sentence. 

8. The experience of pleasure and pain depends upon many fac- 
tors. If a particular object is the cause of pleasure only, it should 
not cause pain. But, it goes against our common experience. It 
can, however, be expained on the basis of Samkhya theory. Due 
to the dominance of a particular constituent at a particular time 
towards a man having particular impression, the object is said to 
be of the nature of pleasure or pain or indifference in those cir- 
cumstances. 
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9. It cannot be contradicted that the cause invariably gives rise to 
its effect. 

10. The controversy refers to the experience of pleasure, etc., dif- 
ferently by different persons. 

11. Pleasure, etc., are considered to be the nature of the cause of ob- 
jects by both the upholoders of different theories. However, in 
both the cases it cannot be explained satisfactorily as to how the 
same object is sometimes experience to be pleasurable and 
sometimes painful. 

12. The sense is that they are identical with the cosmic matter and 
one of them is prominent at a time. However, it is not a fixed 
rule as to which of them is prominent. Anyone of them may be 
prominent at the same time. 

13. The meaning is if the pleasure, pain, etc., are identical with 
words, etc., they should be experienced at the present only be- 
cause the same word, etc., were not in the past and would not be 
in the future. Consequently, there would be no memory of the 
past. Pleasure, etc., and no intuition of the future pleasure etc. 

14. The context demands that the reading should be without na. 

15. The reading atmabhavo yuktah given by Chak,. is more ap- 
propriate than that of Pandeyas’s reading ayuktah. 

16. Cf. Karika 12-13. 

17. It implies that it is not thoughtful but is spontaneous. 

18. The context demands the reading anekakaryatvat as against 
ekakaryatiat. 

19. The word prakrtivikarabhutatvat is confusing. It may be inter- 
preted as the constituents are the vikara (modification) of the 
prakrti which will contradict the Samkhya position itself, because 
in Samkhya the constituents are not product or modification of 
the cosmic matter. 

20. The qualities here refer to the activity and all-pervasiveness and 
prove the nature of the object as possessed of the two qualities. 

21. The reading should be vibhutvamacetanya.... in place of vibhut- 
vamacetanya... 

22. See YD on the karika 14. 


KARIKA 20 


(False appearance of qualities in the conscious entity) 


‘JOfeb^ W fWT <*>rfc| 1120 II 

WlfrlT HrMd^l«llftd^d<^?^ddl^VdlS^d«l^rflH55t(IMMIdlW<ld- 
yRn^HfRi ■fWRl'di ^RitddiCwsRn^ ^mwfdeidi i w 

^*TTfnt I ymfHcqiP; | d*fT =t>4 u n 3>df, ;j«q: 

I dWI<dd.u|^ i^uHevildl ^ dxf^Hdl,} 

^TdIS^RWcT«RRT I 3rk ^ 


^rHlif«|fc< 4 dl fcWlod^ I 



II 


Since the conscious entity only is the seer due to its association 
with the power of consciousness and not any other entity 1 and the 
agents are the constituents only and not the conscious entity. 


THEREFORE, DUE TO THE ASSOCIATION WITH THAT THE 
INTELLECT THOUGH UNCONSCIOUS (ESSENTIALLY) AP- 
PEARS LIKE HAVING CONSCIOUSNESS AND THE CON- 
SCIOUS ENTITY THOUGH (ESSENTIALLY) NEUTRAL 
APPEARS LIKE AN AGENT, WHILE (REAL I Y) THE DOERSHIP 
BELONGS TO THE CONSTITUENTS. 


Since the activities like seizing, retaining , knowing, speaking, 
deliberating and reasoning belonging to the organs situated at their 
respective places, due to the association of the conscious entity ap- 
pears in the form of the consciousness, as also the power of con- 
sciousness which follows the function like determination due to its 
contact with the intellect, etc., which are arranged in that form and 
active, seems to be as if encircled by (or full of) activities. (It is 
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known so) because this kind of particular knowledge 2 which is the 
cause or the seed of the universe and is in turn caused by the impres- 
sions of the practice of wrong knowledge for a long time appears in 
case of the living being in the form that the senses like ear, skin, eye, 
tongue and nose know. Thus the conscious entity is the agent of the 
acts. The conscious entity is also (experiencer) of pleasure, pain, etc. 
Therefore, the knowledge in the senses and the agency in the con- 
scious entity appear as located in the other, though (really) invested 
in other, due to the association of the correlative and as such it 
should be understood metaphorically and not in reality. It is stated 
also: 


“The intellect which is governed by consciousness is (wrongly) 
taken as if conscious. And the soul which is (essentially) an enjoyer 
only while located in the agents appears to be an agent.” 

(Transference of qualities) 


an?, nnl'iicM^MdNTiNrdiin'i:, arMnnt i nft ^ddu4l<iK 


Opponent : In (the theory of) attaining other form through associa- 
tion is involved the undesirable contingency of over-pervasive- 
ness , because there is no specificaion. If the intellect, etc., are 
metaphorically taken to be possessed of knowledge (or con- 
sciousness) due to their association with the conscious entity, 
the contact of it (i.e., conscious entity) with the pot, etc., is not 
negated for it is all-pervasive and, hence, the secondary trans- 
ference of consciousness to them also becomes contingent. 
Hence, the restrictive principle should be mentioned through 
which the secondary transference of consciousness is to the 
senses only and not to the pot, etc., even though there is no 
speciality in the contact (of both of them with the soul). 




T T: i i 

Hrqq’TRT^ *iRt>dl didiiid*^, ^ 





Proponent : That undesirable contingency does not arise, because it 
(transference) needs the capacity as is found in the case of a 
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crystal, etc. When the space and the crystal are equally as- 
sociated with a particular object placed near, only the crystal 
appears as (having) the form of the object due to its capacity, 
and not the sky. Similarly, when the contact of the conscious 
entity is common to both the intellect and the pot, the intellect 
only due to its capacity appears as having the form of con- 
sciousness, and not the pot. 


(Transference of qualities of the intellect and the conscious entity 
due to mutual contact) 

m, I reft 

^ I 3T«f reff <+><«! ?ft I 

Opponent : It involves the undesirable contingency of the conscious 
entity’s being modifiable because of taking the other form. If 
the conscious entity gets the agency and the form of the object 
metaphorically as also the form of the object, it will also be 
modifiable like crystal on it would be an effect account of at- 
taining other form. If you argue that it does not attain the form 
of the object, the conscious entity will not be of the form of the 
organs also. 


reftretSV^IHIct I 5fft- 


refareTre<3?re 3w4cl i re rereft ®[fcftre4re^ft ’reft i are xrercre rerei ^rer- 
wi: i dwiftM re y re reft <reftrer4 ; ^ ^ ftrereiR+rre^reFire resw- 


•hM*. fctchluT: <£^4 l 

frl^cjfd ^T^R^iciiTis^a'aiPi ^44 li 



1: II 


reftreftre wprerereft re re ftrere4- 
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Proponent : No, because it is accepted in a metaphorical way. The in- 
tellect attains the form of the object through (following) the 
function of the sense which is in association with the object. 
The form of the intellect, however, is falsely attributed to the 
conscious entity due to its mere contact, due to conscious entity 
having the capacity for that and due to his being the enjoyer of 
the fruits, just like the attribution of the victory and the defeat 
of the servant on the king . 3 It is not that it becomes of the form 
of the intellect on account of the contact with the intellect . 4 
That is why its agency of determination is negated even when it 
has got the power of consciousness so that there may not be the 
undesirable contingency of its being a product attaining many 
natures after assuming the form of the object. Therefore, the 
conscious entity is non-modifiable even though it has the con- 
tact with many objects. Since it is eternal, there is nothing to 
favour or to hurt. It is stated also: 

“As a handful of mustard seeds thrown about at the forepart of 
the needle do not remain there due to the subtle size, the mutually 
contradictory experiences also do not remain in the all-knowing per- 
son.” 

And, due to its being possessed of power of consciousness, the 
seerhood of the conscious entity is natural. When it is so , the follow- 
ing statement comes to be false. 

“What effect do the rains and the sun cast on the sky ? Their 
effect is cast on the skin only. If that (conscious entity) is like skin, it 
would be non-eternal and if it (the conscious entity) is like sky, it 
would be like a non-existing entity.” 

What is the reason (for calling it false) ? 

Because even the form of sky which is absolutely pure and im- 
modifiable in nature seems to be impure on account of its mere as- 
sociation with the cloud, water, dust, smoke, etc., due to oneness of 
location. And there is no modifiableness in the sky. In this way is the 
position of the soul also . 5 Therefore, it is right to say that the under- 
standing is metaphorically spoken as belonging to the organs due to 
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their contact with the conscious entity. And the agency is metaphori- 
cally spoken as belonging to the conscious entity due to the contact 
with the constituents. 


(The contact is metaphorical) 

an?, ar^Fm^. i 333 T 3 ? : i f? 33T3T ^ 33 W: 

qR^^Hi^i^dwWl 3T qR<+>^ 3 «tt 3333 ^ 3 * 3T *33t:, 

44RMI 3T *3^A<rlW>l¥l4):, 73T3Tf3i# 3T Vlfofdfttfl 3T 33T 

3<sjwit:, nRnnraOTt qj q«n i^vjhn<^4l:, 3i 3*n JM«d<3i- 
ftrit:, Rmr^faFdRral 3T w 333te33tftf3 ? 33 dMd^dwta 333^4- 
upr 33m T^nryrrat i 33RT3 ? f 3 *j 3 T 3 1 MRR^vndmqrol 
34ki5<in 1 3'^hi<^'^pjT3T l j?3PT3Ri33f3,f3^3t3 1 nwrviRid': arfnqTsj- 
wn 1 33Tsi4:73T3ifa4t<}®3Rl^3 33f3 wiRn:^T^ird<+ddi< 1 i a ra- 
^'IKfdHf^WT:^ I ^ir^rnlHriV^ I RF[ ? arf^i33R-nT^3,33 33<fc3- 

•J3<ft I W«lPwfib&Prt f? R3t4 qft+'^HA wqt: Rddl<=U3HK(HHte 
133 HR*4d I 3R331?m: ¥irdRM^M<3l<444lidW<R7R£: I f33 M^-aHWO- 
^qq%: i n^rnj'pi f? i 3*31 133 g 773 %: ^Fnsfartu PiPwRit 

3133 ^chRicjm. I an3ft33t% 3 I 3333^35 '^imi 3 

3t*RdM«3: 73313 : 1 3 31^553: 1 Rt^3R3f33RTS^R%: I 33t33R33f3- 
•gRi^c|c33>RUH(|3ft3 7 PFJ?W3t3: WM43li7NHlfa<iRHlwird 

3^4^31*^313^3153433 3T3T R)^l'il^WMTi^3 «t>K u (l'd< c hc^R( I ^3 

<3*J3faf3 I 3 ^3f33:, arf33fyWTT<t I RddAd f? ^33*3 R^R^a^d 
TpiT3T 3 Riqi7c3rHc3rd3f3WI 33 *3T^ I 3313TC3 33*3: MR+t^HH: 3fT35- 
3*43 !343T33tWl4 I 3W33T3*3Tf3r333Rf33!3f3f3 I 


Opponent : That is wrong. 


Why? 

Because there is no possibility of contact. The supposed con- 
tact of the conscious entity with the constituents may be postulated 
as caused by the activity of one of the relata as that of a eagle bird 
and the log; or it may be caused by the activity of both the relata as 
that of the two rams, or caused by the contact as that of the two 
fingers with the space, or natural as that of the fire and the warmth, 
or caused by the power as that of eye and the form, or in the form of 
the capability as that between the thumb (of the foot) and the shoe, 
or accidental as that of the hole and the one fallen in it, or that 
caused through the objectivity and the experiencer as that of the fish 
and the Water. There is no possibility of the contact caused by the ac- 
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tivity of one and that caused by the activity of the two case of them. 

Why? 

Because of their being all-pervasive. The contact is not ob- 
served (to take place) between two objects of limited magnitude un- 
less they do not come together as exemplified above. This is, 
however, not possible in case of the conscious entity and the con- 
stituents because they are all-pervasive. Nor is this contact natural 
because in that case there will arise the undesirable contingency of 
absence of liberation. As there is no dissociation of fire from the 
warmth which is natural, similarly, there will arise the undesirable 
contingency of absence of liberation (dissociation) of soul from con- 
stituents because in this case the contact is natural. The contact 
caused by power also does not take place. 

Why? 

Because there will arise the undesirable contingency of absence 
of liberation. 1 That (contact)also does not take place’ follows here 
also. If the contact is supposed to be caused by the power of being 
owned and the owner, there will arise the undesirable contingency of 
absence of liberation because the power will always be there. The 
contact in form of capability being identical with power only should 
not be considered (lit. is not worth considering here). Hence, it is not 
applicable (in the present case). Moreover, there will not be the pos- 
sibility of some other purpose. The capable is one which is suitable 
(capable) for activity. When that (capability) is itself the cause of ac- 
tivity, some other cause of activity can be postulated setting aside the 
. purpose of the conscious entity. But when the activity is accidental, 
there is no possibility of restriction of the two. Therefore, the contact 
of the conscious entity and the constituents in the form of capability 
does not hold good. There is no accidental contact also because the 
rule regarding the cause of liberation will not hold good. The cause 
of contact in opposite (in nature) to that of liberation. And, if the 
contact of the conscious entity and the constituents would be ac- 
cidental, that would not be dispelled through knowledge and, hence, the 
efforts for its attainment will be useless and, there remains no possibility 
of some speciality to postulate some other reason. Therefore, it is also 
wrong, The contact is not caused by the subject-object relation also be- 
cause it will also involve the undesirable contingency of absence of 
liberation. The nature of being a subject is never taken away from the 
conscious entity and, similarly, the nature of being an object from the 
constituents. In this way, there would be undesirable contingency of ab- 
sence of liberation. If some contact is to be postulated, that can be 
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postulated in some above form, only. In no case, however, it is pos- 
sible. Therefore, it is wrong to say ‘through that contact’. 



fcfa: I ^?T 3T«n^. I Ttsft f? WT ITT- 



Proponent : The defect does not arise because the contact in this 
case is non-eternal and because of the postulation of its 
metaphorical nature. The contact is of many kinds just as the 
contact through (i.e., caused by) association exemplified as the 
contact caused by the activity of one or of both. Wherever, this 
type of contact is not possible, there the contact is secondarily 
postulated just through the proximity in general as in the case 
of the contact of sky with cow, etc. 6 If it is argued that the con- 
tact of the cow, etc., is with the parts of sky, it is not right be- 
cause of the absence (of the parts in sky). Those parts are also 
metaphorically postulated in the sky which has (really) no part, 
so that there may not be undesirable contingency of the defect 
of its being caused and non-eternal. 7 Since the parts are., 
metaphorically postulated, the effect is also metaphorical. 

Other contact postulated in a particular sastra through some 
purpose. Since many types of contacts are possible there, here (in the 
present case) it is stated so after postulating the contact secondarily 
just through the proximity in general because the conscious entity 
and the internal organs are located at the same (non-different) place, 
hecne no defect. 
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1. The conscious entity is not differnt from consciousness; the 
statement of his association with consciousness should be un- 
derstood as a way of saying, and hence, does not mean that the 
conscious entity is different from consciousness. 

2. As a matter of fact the statement that the conscious entity 
knows or acts should be understood as these acts falsely appear 
as located in the conscious entity and are, thus, metaphorically 
spoken so. 

3. The victory and defeat actually belong to the soldiers but are 
metaphorically attributed to the king because the result of vic- 
tory and defeat is experienced by the king; similarly the agency 
and knowledge really belonging to the intellect are attributed to 
the conscious entity because the latter is the experiencer of 
their results. 

4. The agency of knowledge in the conscious entity is metaphori- 
cal and not real. The knowledge is to attain the form of the ob- 
ject, the conscious entity does not attain the form of the object 
actually. 

5. The argument is also employed by Gaudapada in his karika to 
establish the non-attached and inactive nature of the soul. 

6. The contact between sky and the cow is metaphorical in so far 
as it is not caused and is not prompted by some purpose. 

7. In the theory of the SUmkhyas partite objects are non-eternal. 
Therefore, sky is not considered to be partite. 
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(Purpose of the contact between cosmic matter 
and the conscious entity) 

art ^Ts^rnPHT): toi#i- 

^ I RFmfSfllRlRl ? 

Opponent : The two types of contact are understood. The present 
one is of second type defined by you as the contact known in 
the sastra as prompted by some purpose. Then, it should be 
stated as to for what is it meant hear. 


(Perception of the conscious entity) 





I 3T*frKt RrfWTER: I I ^f^T- 



gfalrt'qi ^TrCfT *lfHfs+>^l 4TOt ^ 441^4 

43THT4: ^TT: 4lRl 1 1*H ^ 48jqRf ^T?T c^TSlRT- 

r^'-Kd+Rl (44> 5,^) I 

Proponent : FOR THE PERCEPTION OF (THE COSMIC MAT- 
TER BY THE) PURUSA. 

Perception is the act of perceiving. The word ‘purpose’ is used 
in the sense of prompting (cause). The compound (Tor the 
perception’) mens ‘ the prompting cause of which is the perception, 
i.e., caused by perception, having perception as the cause. This is 
meant here : even though the proximity (of cosmic matter) is com- 
mon to both the soul and the sky, etc., yet since the conscious entity 
is endowed with the power of perceiving, he is related as an enjoyer 
to the cosmic matter which has attained the state of body, and not (so 
related with the cosmic matter) are the sky, etc., because they are 
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non-sentient. 1 * * * Or, the word ‘purpose’ denotes the result. As the act 
of eating for getting satisfied conies to an end at the time of getting 
satisfaction, and as the act of going meant for reaching comes to an 
end after reaching that place, similarly, the contact of the conscious 
entity with the cosmic matter is meant for the perception and when 
the perception (of cosmic matter by the conscious entity) takes place, 
it comes to an end. The author will state so afterwards that one 
thinks that ‘she is seen by me’ and hence gets disinterested, and the 
other thinks that ‘I am seen by him’ and stops the activity (K. 66). 

(Cosmic matter’s purpose isolation of the conscious entity) 




T: I fa 


Opponent : In this case also, there arises the undesirable contin- 
gency of conscious entity desisting from activities (of percep- 
tion) at the time of knowing the word etc., only. 

What is the reason ? 

In that case also it can be stated that the cosmic matter has 
been perceived. 

3^ W ^T: 


+<^PhRi ^5«rfspqr 

I f? <s4niPq$)*S WR Mq4cl I ^Rs*<i- 

iratsfe'MIil 7 pn: «w4^MN?ll: 3TT«nt?TO, TT^T:, 

I fpiT: ^TT- 

u T , Jjn 3f4dHI: 3T^S(? 3 H^Rl4 Pq<£Rl4 3>l4 3 Wr4 ff<T 

y.dg,Tt> ^qRi I H|«|Pl 4>l4 c hl< u m l «(' J mdi<‘4 I 3 tA- 

TOTP^TOTfcf *T 3 I <rarf5raH*mM»}c| 5!^ | 
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I cT«JT '■ 

?W3*N; WlMd: USWrSKt I 3? 3^4lRcAd<l^$fT 3 

f°rfti^3rsf3i«NT^dl3 3r«r^r ditRui wj RiPfliiMisfa,^ ^*33 di^i ^ 

^cRfET ^nf ^ 33<faT3 f^PRI^ I 3*TT *J53: 

%3<% 3T^t 3^3 33rwfi*fit 1 3Fnft3- 

\^TTT^aj^rr +i 4 Ri^ +euj 3 i} 353; 

fc|-il M^fut % MWfd 3 I 

fl^Wf^cJ fli^MW *£d>dl II 

?f3 dC^^Md. I e t>*HI<l. ? 3 fftft f33T TFfal 3 ?f3 I 33? 3 

<^<^3^3 Jl^: ^ I 

TJ3 fddlfa TFfaT •‘-J*-Hl<^«& MHH^ul: I 
rlfMl^cdrli 3T3 tRTTZTERTTZr: II 

lRlftn5:^%T:l 

Proponent : Though it is like this, yet as there is the contact for 
the perception of the conscious entity : 


AND FOR COSMIC MATTER'S PURPOSE OF ISOLATION (OF 
THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY) 


Isolation is the detachment through discriminative knowledge, 
a state of soul having no contact with the sattva, etc.; one whose pur- 
pose is this, is the one having the purpose of liberation. Even though 
the perception is common, the cosmic matter proceeds to activity for 
the liberation of the conscious entity. When the intellect of the con- 
scious entity possessing tamas entertains the idea of non-separation 
as the constituents which have attained the form of the effect like the 
bodily objects like head, feet, etc., and external objects like cow, and 
also those which have attained the form of the cause like the act of 
reflection, determination, ‘I’ notion are T only, the cosmic matter 
does proceed for the act. And when the conscious entity entertains 
the idea of separation that the constituents which are the cosmic 
matter, modifications, effects and cause are non-sentient, meant for 
others are different and ‘I’ who is not a source, modification, effect, 
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cause, non-conscious, and is meant for his own self, am different, 
then the cosmic matter desists from activities. Thus, the purpose of 
the conscious entity is caused by his power of seeing and continues in 
case of the cosmic matter upto the time of isolation. 

Though it is in the technical sense : 

THE CONTACT OF THE TWO IS LIKE THAT OF THE LAME 
AND THE BLIND. 

This is meant here. The consciousness exists in the conscious 
entity even earlier to his relation with the body. Just as the power of 
burning in fire and the cutting in an axe is not manifest in the absence 
of something to be burnt and cut, it (i.e. consciousness) is manifested 
only at the time of the contact with that (body); therefore, the cosmic 
matter is needed. Similarly, the cosmic matter also incapable of 
doing anything by itself and as if not having performed its activity will 
be useless without the favour to the conscious entity and, hence, 
needs the conscious entity. The authorities call this contact in the 
form of mutual expectancy as potential bondage. The example of 
blind and the lame is only to show that the one cannot function 
without the other. - Just as the lame with the power of seeing does not 
attain any particular purpose without the blind and the blind also 
without the lame (does not attain) any particular purpose, the cosmic 
matter also without the conscious entity is not capable of showing 
the effect produced and does not desist from its activities for in- 
definite period without particular reason (for desisting ). 3 Similarly, 
the conscious entity also inspite of its being conscious would not be 
the subject in the absence of the object without the cosmic matter 
and, hence, stands in need of the cosmic matter. Hence, when the 
contact is postulated in form of mutual expectancy, the following 
statement comes to be wrong : 

“The bondage of the conscious entity is not justified without 
creation and the creation is for the purpose of his liberation only. 
Oh! what a fine statement by the Samkhya. 

Why? 

Because it is not that it is not justified without the creation. It is 
stated also : 

“ The (mutual) expectancy of the cosmic matter and the con- 
scious entity in the form of the object of perception and the subject 
of perception is said to be the bondage by the knower of the scrip- 


Karika 21 


175 


tures. In the way, the desire of Manoratha is foiled because the con- 
scious entity is bound by the constituents even without creation. 

Thus is proved the contact. 

THE CREATION IS CAUSED BY THAT (CONTACT). 

The creation of the elements like intellect, etc., the creation of 
the mental modes like virtue, etc., and the creation of the physical 
beings like Brahma etc. proceed as it is caused by the mutual expec- 
tancy of the cosmic matter and conscious entity in form of the en- 
joyer and the enjoyed. That expectancy is not fulfilled due to the 
infinite number of the conscious entities and, hence, there is no 
desisting from activity in case of the cosmic matters which are still 
purposeful, without fulfilling that (expectancy). 

Here ends the fifth discourse and the second chapter of the 
Yuktidipika commentary on the Samkhyakarika. 
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The contact is caused by conscious entity’s perceiving the cos- 
mic matter. Perceiving stands for enjoyment. Since the con- 
scious entity has such a power, it is related to the cosmic matter. 
The other things like sky though all-pervasive are not related to 
the cosmic matter as the enjoyer because being non-sentient, 
they have on capacity to enjoy. 

2. The term matra (only) suggests that the analogy should not be 
stretched too much as the critics of Samkhya like Samkara have 
done. 

3. Though the cosmic matter is active by its very nature and 
proceeds to activity itself, yet the purpose is postulated to put a 
check on the activity. 

4. The meaning is that in fact bondage is the mutual expectancy 
and it may exist with or without creation. The conscious entity is 
in bondage as long as he needs the cosmic matter, and the cos- 
mic matter is in bondage as long as it needs the conscious entity. 
Such a mutual expectancy prompts creation and is satisfied by 
creation itself. Without such an expectancy the conscious entity 
is not bound even he may be present with the constituents. 
Therefore, the statement of Manoratha that the conscious entity 
is bound by the very presence of the constituents is falsified. As 
regards the identity of Manoratha R. C. Pandey (p. 90) thinks 
that he may be identified with Manorathanandin a Buddhist 
acarya. 


KARIKA 22 


(Evolution of the universe) 
(Different views of the authorities) 






i w«n 3)^Kir<r^^i«nrd ^ i wrRw'wd^ i 

d^RFltaRl I ^TkPiftrd dl'Rl 1 ^: I (fcdlf&i UmPd^'lldl- 
ft^^MRlPd 4RR*MNRHI«IHlcd>A I RpjdtfiT RR4dlR<HdH I 



': I T33 >K?wR[Rt Id^dml I ddTS^ldT Jfi?RT 


3 TRROT#T 


irRt RWdlRH: I WT 

fowHlRH: I d*?T dd’d H I <£d 3 *Rl d> I R) 5 



’JIRi dddt ^TdTdlRr-}fd: **TRT<1 ^ *dd ?RT dl'Rl'^: I Sdf *dd |Rf 

WTf^T: I *Tdf dTd |Rl WTfadOT: I ffo «Rn^fiT ^ d>MM<M«*llRjHl^iA I 



dT4:'md^^Wfd I 

Thus, on account of the negation of some other cause it is es- 
tablished that the modification of cosmic matter in manifest objects 
is meant for the conscious entity. In this regard there is the dif- 
ference of opinion amongst the authorities. Some say that some other 
element of undefinable form arises from the cosmic matter, and then 
the intellect out of that. According to patanjali, pancadhikarana and 
varsagana, the intellect comes out of the cosmic matter. The theory 
of some other authors of the puranas and itihasa is that the I-notion 
belongs to intellect because theory accept the agency of I-notion in 
the intellect . 1 All the authorities believe that the subtle elements 
come out of the I-principle. The view of vindhyavasin is that the six 
non-specific objects, viz., the five subtle elements and the I-principle 
are created out of intellect. Similarly, all the authorities hold that the 
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organs come out of the I -principle. The view of Pancadhikarana is 
that the organs are elemental in nature (i.e. are produced from the 
elements).*" The other authorities hold that the subtle elements are of 
one form. According to Varsaganya, they are of more than one form. 
Some Authorities hold the senses have assumed the form due to the 
particular type of past impressions. The others believe that they (the 
senses) are of limited magnitude. The view of Vindhyavasin is that 
they are all-pervasive. Some authorities say that their locations are 
also thirteen. According to Vindhyavasin they are eleven. According 
to other authorities the knowledge (or experience) of all the objects 
is in intellect but according to Vindhyavasin, it is in the mind. Ac- 
cording to the other authorities discernment, ego-sense and deter- 
mination are different but according to Vindhyavasin they form a 
single act (belonging to single organ)? According to Pancadhikarana 
the organs are like the deserted village and dry rivers and the innate 
or acquired knowledge which is collected together as (or in) the 
limbs of the instigator comes from the cosmic matter. The others 
hold that it is not so. Much surpassing their nature in case of the or- 
gans is from cosmic matter, according to Varsaganya, the less and 
comes from within themselves . 4 According to Patanjali it is from 
within. According to Pancadhikarana it is with an influx from outside. 
Some hold that the intellect is momentary while the others hold that 
it exists for some more time. Thus, amongst the authorities having 
many decided views the present authority puts forth his own view to 
refute the view of those who intend some other element between cos- 
mic matter and intellect. 

(Process of evolution) 

ciHb ?>$<*> i 






^ I Si't’ta 
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^ ^T^jcIMlfd ^duV^d I f? d^ldiuii 1 g 

ww^r^rcf^lroft: ^dd'V^MdiRd'Hi Hlniw+i 3ii^ii!M i <n??fcT^fc- 
5^r?r?f<T ii ii 


INTELLECT COMES OUT OF THE COSMIC MATTER. 

The intellect is born from the cosmic matter. Mahat, Buddhi, 
Mati, Brahma, Apurti, Khyati, Isvara, Vikhara, etc., are synonyms. 
That is great due to the greatness of space and that of time (occupied 
by it). It is also great because it has more magnitue than all the other 
evolutes. 

In the theory of others, egoism does not exist. With an intention 
to refute the view, the present authority states: 

IF ROM THAT ISSUES THE EGOISM. 

From that cosmic intellect is born the cosmic I-principle. To 
refute the view that from the intellect is born the six non-specific ob- 
jects-the five subtle elements and the egoism, the present authority 
states: 

FROM THAT COMES OUT THE SET OF SIXTEEN . 

From that egoism is born the set of sixteen-five subtle elements 
and eleven organs. From this only the one who holds the elemental 
nature of the senses should be understood as refuted. 

FROM FIVE OF THAT SET OF SIXTEEN COME OUT FIVE 
GROSS ELEMENTS 

Out of that set of sixteen, from the set of five are born the five 
gross elements. When the first part of the compound is dropped, in- 
stead of saying the gross elements they are called the elements. 
There is no difference of opinion among the authorities of Samkhya 
that the subtle elements are technically termed as ‘bhuta' and not the 
(gross elements) earth, etc. The Mimamsakas and the Jainas hold the 
theory of eternity of the elements. Refuting that, it is stated like this 5 
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1. In their opinion egoism is not different entity from the intellect. 
And the first evolute is the combined form of intellect and 
egoism. 

2. The view is near to Nyaya-Vaisesika. 

3. This is again due to the fact that the internal organ is one. 

4. Surpassing the natural power may refer to the extra-ordinary 
power of the senses observed in our daily life. 

5. Since the elements are product, they are destructible and con- 
sequently non-eternal. 
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(Nature of intellect) 

3Tfi?,3rh ^fcT I cjtf>oij f^OTT I 

Opponent : You have stated that the intellect is born from the cosmic 
matter. Here, it should be stated as to of what nature the intel- 
lect is. 


c&swamm: ? T33Tqfrrfg pT7^lts«h^ 

^tstzmFT:! 

Proponent : THE INTELLECT IS DETERMINATION. 


What is determination? 

The determined knowledge of an object as ‘this is the cow only’ 
or ‘This is the man only’ is the determination. 

(Momcntarincss of the intellect) 


f^i ?fg i i fi^iT i 'HT^rfv^Rti: toi 

3TI fa ^M:? 

jit^i i 3 t«WjrRh^rzfwtf!i i foififttnn i wi ^ 

fa fa Rift**! I 1 f? Meifa 

f^cl i arfei i Jjstfgft % 

wwdH,w ^ ^Rfa I i 

I ^taH-41 ^Rf«J:,5TmTC<f«i& 1 <J8MlRl<£: I RT®I 


SRl ? I g^rtf ^T^cjRl ^T: ~T f? f^: nf| 
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tbM c^m^wh^ «^ 4*umR<i i <uq r fcqMl 
^TT RhR u ii 4 ) <jRiRRi I I 3 ^<*><r'-A I *(Hta<lHi- 

<HMR^I'ft , ^tTT xrq | 3m H|¥l^l<1 

: I WTS^T^ftrfiT^ta: I 3 fl?^ 


H^sW-yr=U<farU ^T I 

■R^JvITSf^TgRt rTt ^TTfeT 4 «h<l II 


iK^n - ^kIhih^^mPh^hiRRi, d<^H i i 

•tl°4t I flflifq ^naiRlr^Ri Hivin I I 3m *T<T iHr^Ri , 

i <rf§ ^{iw'pr ^RsRPd i <+,i4+i<ui4URi4+ frq^ farm: i 
awi<;RirHi ^RaRfd I 


Opponent : Here the upholders of the theory of momentariness ob- 
ject if the intellect is the knowledge of an object, it is non- 
eternal. 


Why? 

Because it requires a cause. The knowledge of an object re- 
quires the proximity of the senses, etc., with the object and absence 
of cover, etc., (over the object). The expactancy of the cause, etc., is 
not justified (possible) in the case of an eternal object. Therefore, the 
intellect is non-eternal. 

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because of the 
manifestation ? It may be like this. The knowledge of the object is not 
produced by the proximity of the senses. On the contrary, it is 
manifested (only) This is also not so, because it involves twofold 
defect. That manifestation may be either the attainment of its essen- 
tial form or removal of obstruction in knwoledge . 1 What difference 
does it make? If it is considered to be the attainment of the essential 
farm, it comes to mean that the knowledge of the object is produced . 
If you consider it to be the removal of the darkness which obstructs 
the knowledge of the object, that will also be wrong, because it invol- 
ves contradiction. It is contradictory to say that it is knowledge and 
k as an obstrucion at a time. Moreover, because of the difference. The 
revealed object, viz., a pot does not change due to the difference of 
■mm ml, sun, medicinal herbs, a gem, a pearl or a lamp. However, 
there is the difference in knowlege due to the difference of object. 
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If it is argued that the defect does not arise because the dif- 
ference is caused by the function ? It may be like this. Just as the 
earth does not change even when there is the change is its modifica- 
tions in the form of the arrangement like a pot, there may be no 
change in the intellect also. That is also wrong, because of their being 
identical. 2 When the intellect is identical with the modifications the 
difference in modification comes to be the difference in that also. 3 
Moreover, the example is not established. It is still to be proved as to 
whether the same earth undergoes the difference of modifications 
like pot, etc., or it is produced a fresh in case of each modification, 
because the knowledge arises as different. Moreover, because of the 
difference of the components. Or granting the continuity, we say that 
the earth is not one. On the contrary they are earth-atoms occupying 
many spaces. Moreover, because of the knowledge without the help 
and with the help. That earth substance is known with the help of par- 
ticular arrangement also, but there is no knowledge of the intellect 
without the help of the knowledge of the objects. 4 Therefore, the ex- 
ample is dissimilar. 

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because of the 
modification? It may be like this. Because of the rule of relationship 
of being principal and subordinate in case of Sattva, etc., the 
modification in the form of the knowledge of the object (in the form 
of those various states) is called the modification. This is also wrong. 
There arises the defect in both types of the postulations. If the 
manifest and the unmanifest (forms) are the acquisition and the 
giving up of the other attributes respectively, theory has already been 
refuted. If they mean the destruction and origination (of the other at- 
tributes), since the attribute and its locus are one, there will arise the 
undesirable contingency of the destruction and origination of the in- 
tellect with the destruction and the origination of attributes. Or, If it 
(the identity) is not accepted , there would be the defect of then- 
being different. It is stated also: (The object) being identical with the 
one destroyed and produced will be either non-eternal or eternal. 
And in our theory there is eternity of the objects destroyed and 
produced as also not destroyed at a time. 5 

Your statement that ‘on account of the rule of relationship of 
subordinate and principal in respect of sattva, etc’., is also wrong, 
because the non-etemity is proved consequently. Because there is no 
possibility of the relationship of principal and subordinate in the case 
of those which are equal. Through the acceptance of the state of sub- 
ordinate and principal, the increase and decrease should be ac- 
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cepted in the sattva, etc. Through this, the intellect comes to be non- 
eternal because it is not different from them. 6 If you hold that the in- 
tellect situated in that state also is eternal, it comes to mean that the 
intellect is not of the form of sattva, etc. Then will be the contradic- 
tion with the theory of non-distinction between the effect and the 
cause. Therfore, the intellect is non-eternal. 

^<q*tel u il<;Picqi ^P&RRi I 'twin. ? 

I d>HIISq fqxRiMfrKplcHl qT WlRlc«h %f<T ? f§R qff o^rh- 

fafq q-'mqPiAta I dWlRtKA^floH^psIdH I 3RP3q 3t«tTpT 

f? i q sfFnq^ i qw srqtq ?fq i dwidM 

tTc^fq P^MISqPqqti 5 ^: JtfdHISJfl ffif I qTWRp ? dfltd- 

qqfqAqWTRf I qqqfq «r«l4r<lnRl^i4*i^ 

qqfq <k4h4<hih i q**tin. x'txui q^qqq, q qqq- 

iwt ^fqfqqqqtRf I ^TtumRrn^NI f? ^oqfqRtstfrt^JRT^ ffaqT- 
T I ddd^lrdldlti'llH^fdRfd %q*mq*P ^frRffqqqftq^I- 
^iRdsiHpM ^cqfW5it wfl q fqq^f I <I«n ^rrT^-^TRI^ ^Pd^q^Pd 
(qn» d^RTWlI ^RTcf? dMdKipi ^Pd^PdMdl^T^- 

qpp Hlqtqdira Aqgqq^ arqqrct 

qRT^PtfWI: I 3RT33T3^Rq WT ?fq %<[ W^dp.qqt ^T- 

R^tsyRR: ^THT^ q 3tqqqTS^qqfq «tlP<Pd d<^d>H, H+l'-din. I <ra*n 
HdlM^PTbt)HI^<HI«iqtil T 'd'oqpH^HI^tH: <Ft 4^R, q ^S^Rq^ \ xtf 
iftruidUPl q ^ I ^frrfqqq?qm ^tPHrqrtPHPd I 

T^PT srfqfaq*q ; 3R5 tP: ( fltsfq JfMqqq ffq f^I dd^dipMP^qTft^ ^1- 
f^fw I ddwl^dld>H I #Pfdsq q ^ ?Rll dl^l-din. I qq)<d>lP<^Rq- 
fqfqjq^qt q ^Soq^npq^eppqqTfq I spsqRRpq^qlq ifq ^oPlFPPp 
d<d.WMd«4l'll^ ^oqFR^q qfMq^epjpjqRRl q g ^5 P*TCRt |fd 3R^- 
qp i <*wi<p ? qqqt: qdtqn%q q^qq[s*jqq%: i q f? fqfaq qrqq q^pp 
fqq^qMRTqqt ^Nq^^q-cdf^qiri^T^-ircip i qdpAd^P <|fqirqTq- 
qtqt *iiPdPd qqr qq*$ i q^qq^qT^ (jt'i'diiRt^APd ^rqq^RqPrqiqtirq 
qc^qq{ i wqff'iqpq^ qfa q Tfq^q^qrq^qqT qpqqr %qfq: i qqpftq- 
<jqq ^q> ^q°qfqfq qq «jfq»: mhi u i*{ i q^q^fefqfqfq q^qpqq qfq Jjqts^qi- 
#T qqfqq ^t>qH«q%_ qqPnPd I q^^d^ddp, t^spaRq qfqrqaifd^l 
^qqrqrsqqpft q g ^R^qwrqAq w^M^iPHPd.dd^H i 3tqiqw5^q- 
<qpp 1 3^pqqT 
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qgl l caiMiK ! fdTT4 T ^ ff?T : I 

^4ti4i5<i dW^I feftRfd ^HIHJI 

TOT ^ 

^Tf f^ft TOfa ^[Sq^Ri d’dHIcb'T ^ 7 J^' TOT ^RskhIRI 
TOTO tflTOTO^? TcJHhfjTFl ^ TOtrTC 

TO to ?fti crftro <jtoh i ar^ifmPr toTO to TOt 

o^frt>d-? flR% ?ft I HlVl'lcMlc;! g 3lPlfel^Rl T MR^K TOTOT: fiMcl I TO^TJ 
tot^tottotstoxt^to TOroraftft dd^H, TO'^HHI^ I HI^I)cMI< 1 ^rRr- 
<JlHl^ 4 R%TO*faTOTd,? ft> ^ cTOTTOT^: I *TTO TO 
HMI fltlRn^ ^ dlftcl <)*<: | c^q|sfq ^f^TT ^l^dd^tamifald dd^4d>l ^RT- 
ftftft ^tro i totoj ad^N^H i ^TO ? torttott- 

TORl I XfTO ft Jleh^HiTOS^KfWfft ^ ^JTO TOfftTOT ^TOTTTOf^TOfcTt 
$4Rd 'dt isJc^^'TO^TO < v3 1^inl ^T TO T fH5TOW^ ^ ^Hdl^Hlfd^M ^TT- 
^TTOftT, ^T^Tt $#<T ?W( I TO fcMMiRiqHMlfW 

TOt i to "TO^ ^ftTOT^froT ^RaRFd TO^roi • TOJ'^TO’ tottoi?- 
TO^RR5fftTO ^ftTfttcTTOTg ^ i f^TTO TO ^:-WIRT<% ^ 

^frT^t H ^fTO^: I ftj TOTO I fTO$fatFftTOT?f I 3^T ^T «£T: — ^ TOT*J 
TOTTO^ TO 1 ! TO^, TOT dxrHm 

TOcT fTOpTO^TO 5 ^^ XTTOT T RTRT I ^ TO • d WHISHT TO3 k% I TO" 

- 3T«TTOTO) «(fe4 ^ Sfft&ft I 

Proponent : Your statement that the intellect is non-eternal because 


it requires a cause, is wrong. 

Why? 

Because it proves the thesis already established. Whose dif- 
ference of opinion is there as to whether the intellect is non-eternal 
or eternal? On the contrary, it is non-eternal on account of the state- 
ment that the manifest caused and non-eternal (Ka. 10). Therefore, 
you have stated which is acceptable also to us. 

If you argue that it is momentary on account of the very reason 
(of the fact of being non-eternal)? It may be like this . The created is 
one which requires a cause. And, whatever is created, is momentary 
just as the lamp. Therefore, though it is non-eternal, yet in the ab- 
sence of a specific statement the mometariness is established through 
this reason. 


Why? 
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There will arise the undesirable contingency of the contradic- 
tion with the latter statement. Even in this way there will be the 
meaninglessness of the reason adduced to establish the momentari- 
ness, viz., since the knowledge of every object is different, it (the in- 
tellect) is non-eternal. 7 Therefore, due to its involving contradiction 
earlier and later, the whole section deserves neither to be studied 
nor to be refuted. Each of the argument in the theroy of the existence 
of the intellect does not prove (the momentariness of the intellect 
even after ignoring the defect of irrelevance of the mattter and 
removal of further arguments, because it is relating to the modifica- 
tions. The function of the intellect (viz., the knowledge of the ob- 
jects) requires the proximity of the senses and not the intellect. 

If you argue that the undesirable contingency is not alleviated 
because of the theory of non-difference of that (function)? It may be 
like this. Even postulating like this the undesirable contingency is not 
alleviated because of your theory of non-difference between the 
function and the agent. It is stated also 4 this is the individual function 
of the three’ (k. 29). This also does not obstruct. 

Why? 

Because of the metaphorical expression. It is true that the func- 
tion is non-different from the agent because the two are not cognised 
separately, but still, the practice regarding various activities goes on 
after attributing the difference just as the real nature of the axe which 
is an instrument is not destroyed when its activities are over. If it is 
argued that with a consequence of this there arises the undesirable 
contingency of their difference? It may be like this. Since there is no 
destruction of the agent when the functions are over and there is the 
multiplicity of the activities (performed by the same agent), there 
may be the difference between the two. That is also wrong, because it 
is not conclusive. Just as there is no destruction of the objects in- 
volved (viz., army) when the queue or the circle of the army is 
destroyed, there is the difference in activity also, and there is no dif- 
ference (between the two). 8 The same may be the case between the 
function and the functioning agent. Therefore , it is right that since 
the object which requires a cause is applicable to the function, there 
is no non-eternity of the intellect. Through this only is replied the al- 
ternatives regarding individuals. That is also applicable to the func- 
tion only and, hence, it is also said that it differs due to the difference 
of the senses, etc. This is also refuted through this only; the dif- 
ference relates to the functions and there is no difference in it. 
Moreover, because of its being /ton-conclusive. Just as the reflection 
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differs due to the difference of water etc., and it is not that there is 
no reflectabie object, similar may be the case at other places also. 

If it is argued that the defect does not arise because of the 
production of other fresh object ? It may be like this. There is the 
production of the other fresh object in the form of the reflection, but 
the face does not differ. It is wrong, because there is no justification 
of the postulation of both as the cause. The face cannot be said to be 
a cause becuase since nose, etc., dominate, there will arise the un- 
desirable contingency of the knowledge of face even when the face is 
removed away from the mirror as is the case with the atoms 
produced from warming. The statement that the defect does not 
arise due to the difference of the function as is the case with the clay 
may be accepted as it is the statement that the function is non-dif- 
ferent because they are not differently cognised and the example is 
not yet established is refuted just now. It is stated while refuting the 
momentariness also that the earth, etc., are not born a fresh every 
moment. As regards the statement that the substance, viz., the earth 
is not one, the knowledge serves as the proof there. That wich causes 

a single knowledge is single The statement that the 

nature the earth is determined without its different arrangement 
but the nature of the intellect is not known without the knowledge of 
the object, is wrong because there is no definite form of the negation. 

You have stated as : 

“As the continuous flow of thought when not transformed into 
the external situations exists in the form of seed only in your theory, 
similarly, should be known the intellect 

Even granting this statement (we have to state as follows). Just 
as it is admitted that the continuous flow of thought which is pos- 
sessed of (or is like) the external object exists in the form of the seed 
without the form of the object in the case of them who have attained 
the state of sleep, infatuation or contradiction (i.e., when some con- 
tradictory knowledge arises in them) because you have stated that 
that also is some form in the consciousness. And, that (form) is not 
known. How is the same case not postulated with the intellect ? As 
regards your statement ‘if the states of manifestation and non- 
manifestation refer to acquirement or giving up of the qualities’, the 
view is already replied to ; (we say) that is common at other place 
also (i.e., in our theory also). The theory is replied by us in the con- 
text of refuting the theory of prior non-existence of the effect, that 
the manifestation is not produced. The destruction and production 
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are not desired by us also and there is required no effort to alleviate 
the objection. Your statement that the non-destroyed and non- 
produced is not different from destroyed and produced, is wrong be- 
cause it is not accepted by us. Who admits destruction and 
origination to him it would be meaningful. Moreover, because it is 
applicable to your theory. In your theory only the continuous flow of 
thought is not different from the created object but still there is no 
fault (admitted by you). If by any argument it is proved that this is 
different from that, then the theory that there is only one continuous 
flow, will be abandoned. Your statement that it is non-eternal due to 
the increase and decrease in the constituents, is wrong. 

Why? 

Because they get some other form. When Sattva dominates and 
the Rajas and the Tamas become less, they attain, the form of the in- 
tellect which is of the nature of virtue, etc. Neither do they create 
some other object nor do they come to an end. Similarly, when the 
Rajas and Tamas become dominant and the Sattva as dominated, 
they attain vice as form of the intellect; neither they create something 
fresh nor do they destroy it. In this way, since there is the attainment 
of another form, there is no destruction of the intellect even when 
the constituents are decreased or increased. The statement that intel- 
lect is non-eternal as it requires a cause, is also wrong. To the state- 
ment that intellect is non-eternal because in the case of the lamp and 
continuous line of oil, the difference at every moment is directly per- 
ceived and because the word differs (in each case) , we reply we have 
already stated that in case knowledge differs, it is the difference in 
function and not in the agent. Moreover , because of the non-dif- 
ference while knowing many objects. Even accepting it, we state if 
the knowledge is postulated to be different in respect of every object, 
there would not be a single knowledge having many things as object 
in case of alternative, condition, contradiction, collection (of many 
objects of knowledge) doubt, two-ness, excellence and negation, as in 
the case that the deer is spotted and having variegated colours This 
is, however, perceived. Therefore, this is not a reason to prove 
momentariness. In thfe way, it is settled that the intellect is deter- 
mination and it is not momentary. 

Since the intellect is composed of three constituents, particular 
form with the dominance of particular constituents is produced (in 
it). 
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(Form of Intellect with the dominance of sattva) 

Opponent : With the dominance of which constituent what kind of 
form of intellect is produced? 

ir fwr i 

3R ^ds^faPd TTRft ^faRcdiRfddSnRm Hd>dddfd?ifl: 

I l W3,'t> (d*dH«) quinism M^rRT <T^T *T*Tf 

IR f5RFT ^pffTOR^i TOfcT I dd ^RfPjRlM^TRT d4<J||Hf<JHK 

3R2f: TRTOTO 3nwjift I 5 ftfad: I 

RsJllRl^M^'irH^+l *HI€l<M»£re?r 5f*R: I 3)pH^I=l^cH]r<r*^!'i«<5R«|- 
*Rt ^fw«ra ?tTT: I cRTSf^T «c4H^^R<+<r=+.dl TO TOT: I 


^dR^ TT^rcif 3TT7TTOT 5)RlM0<l, qt fcH|U|IHI«»l<H' TOtfcT I 

RR*3TORT: SRlTOt: RfaH’JjT WT ^ I Aldli^HdR^dl CdRd^i 

arj^r^mrt ^ i TrortsHTroRiRT (^, \%) Rrf^nisTs-jqfif- 

ciiRi >) j ii u uPi i stator ^T: ^trttor *jd rph'rts'T- 
dMfdTO’fTR i wi dS^rfd — 


3l(dM4-Ull4J^i II (3Ho $$) 

Ril'I^iMISinm^pt 3Fn«(1«l l l'J|(H<il I <TTOcJW?H°*rf<T- 

TOfR I d^Rs^i! fdddifd?ii'l<i$i u id>di- 
TOTTO TTRt ^f: TOR 3RR: R WTO I ddHH+l ITTOfRP#>TOftTOt 
*rfcPfdf<T ITOT tj ^TlfdftRTOM MRddd R rRRtoTIT I RfdR^Trf f? <RT 
^RftWlfo MRMddl<JTORHd^«Tt farf?IKcWfiJ| dTOTtatf : I fddRTOTOqR-S- 
Ud>?TOMIdR*ld>qidl TOT TOft dt%feWT I fRpwtRrofTOTO^ 
TOTHOTRtRTO <TCT TORT I ^dxrTOIdldRddWlfa mRmI<*) 

TOTRFTTRlT I f| 3R •MfdRPii^luilH'd: ^ 

i w ir<firr‘TlsRi«JN4>ji1ird*H:, to toto tottoRt 
TORT I d<JTd*d <^I'to 4 fTOR <r<i*dWR *tRT:TO^<T II d+4lMl4t ^BT5 
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TEfasj qf^IT <rlfqHI T TftHT 5fTp<T: 3n^T«RtRfl , c4 cfftM ^^W^TTfa- 
i ararftnm, *rf?RT, erfw, i 3^3 wnft i 



Proponent : VIRTUE, KNOWLEDGE, NON-ATTACHMENT 

AND LORLDLY POWERS -THIS IS THE FORM (OF 

THE TELLECT) WHEN SATTVA DOMINATES. 

In the expression ‘this is form, etc.’, the mention is through sin- 
gular to suggest that even though the virtue, etc., differ, the intellect 
is the object desired to be one . This is to be stated. When the sattva 
present in the intellect dominates after controlling the rajas and 
tamas, the intellect becomes of the form of virtue, knowledge, non- 
attachment and lordly powers . 9 The virtue is the sattva situated as a 
component in the intellect when it has become the impression of the 
performance of the acts prescribed in the sruti and the smrti . That is 
of two types. The first is that which causes the enjoyment of the 
desired body, senses and the objects in the world of Brahma, and is 
the part of or is secondary to the knowledge.etc., and the other is 
that which is accomplished through the performance of the ritualis- 
tic acts like offering oblation to the sacrificial fire and is ac- 
complished through restraints, and observance. The restraints are 
five, viz., non-injury, truthfulness , non-stealing, non-meaness or non- 
wickedness and sexual restraints . 10 The observations are five, viz., 
absence of anger, service to the preceptor, purity, eating less and 
non-carelessness . 11 Through the uninterrupted practice of these the 
quality of sattva comes to be an impression and it causes the attain- 
ment of forms of intellect like knowledge. This is the first phase serv- 
ing as a first step to worldly prosperity and liberation. A monk 
situated at this phase becomes able to practise for the other phases. 
Knowledge is of two kinds; of the nature of knowledge of word, etc., 
and of the nature of knowledge of discrimination between con- 
stituents and conscious entity . 12 That of the nature of knowledge of 
word, etc., is of the form of perception, inference and verbal tes- 
timony. The knowledge in the form of discrimination between con- 
scious entity and constituents is also of two kinds : innate and 
generated through practice. Out of them the innate is-the means of 
knowledge falling under the discussion (chapter) of attainments as 
‘reasoning, oral instruction and study’ etc. That generated through 
practice is caused by non-attachment, is calm, pure, everlasting and 
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contradictory to all the worldly (produced) and non-worldly (non- 
produced) objects. The authority will himself state it as: 

“Thus, through the repeated practice of truth there arises the 
knowledge in the form ‘ 1 am not’, ‘nothing is mine’, and ‘not I’ -the 
knowledge which is pure on account of absence of contradiction and 
is absolute.” 13 

Non-attachment is opposite to attachment. It is the limpidity of 
intellect brought about by the practice of knowledge. There are four 
states of it, viz., effort, discrimination, pertaining to a single sense 
and control. The state of effort is the effort or resolution to bring to 
maturity the passion in the form of the desire for the object of senses. 
The person' engaged in this effort and present at this phase becomes 
an ascetic. When there is the abandonment (lit. maturity) of the ob- 
jects of some senses only, the state of non-attachment is called dis- 
crimination. Then, the senses of an ascetic which are warded off 
(from some objects) discriminate i.e. become more particular 
towards (warding off) the objects which are not given up. When one 
attains the state in which all the senses are warded off (from their ob- 
jects) and the passion remains in the form of thought only, that state 
is called pertaining to a single sense. Then, the only sense called 
mind is warded off in case of an ascetic who has given up the desires 
for the objects of all the senses. The abandonment of the attachment 
present in the thought also is the state called control . The ascetic in 
this sate has cut as under the mirage of the object from the root 
which is the thought and becomes lord of the activities and cessation 
of the activities of the senses as well as the internal organs. (In this 
state) non concentrates at one, rejoices in one, goes beyond (cros- 
ses) the phase of ignorance and becomes identical with the supreme 
Brahman. 14 Thus, knowing the phase of non-attachment having four 
states an ascetic should try for accomplishing it. The means of it is 
like this. Combining the means taught (prescribed) for renouncing 
the objects — perceptible and taught in the scriptures and those 
taught (prescribed) in respect of the contentment which will be ex- 
plained later on, one should make the higher state of Reality as the 
object of knowledge and should become indifferent to the earliar 
(lower) one. The lordly power is of the nature of non-obstruction 
which is of eight forms : atomic character, grandeur, buoyancy, 
gravity, approach, fulfilment of desires, sovereignty or superimacy 
and infallibility of desires. Here, atomic character, grandeur, buoyan- 
cy and gravity are the particular qualities of the elements and of the 
intellect are the approach, etc. In this way is the fourfold form of in- 
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tellect abounding in Sattva. 

(Form of intellect of tamas with dominance) 


Opponent : What is the form of the intellect with the dominance of 
the other constituents ? 


II ^ H 






3irHKVI<1>r^^r=IM4lM^'irH4^'+:,<9^ird=IK+^ |W?|R fsM VKHSiM- 



^ifwrra: TOif«rc*'jrar: 

ftfii cnsrfdftFct i sot ? 
wrfws^p^SS<ffS<F{ I II ^ ^ I I 

Proponent : THE FORM WHEN THE TAMAS DOMINATES IS 

REVERSE TO IT. 

This is reverse to the virture, etc., which are of the form of sat- 
tva, and is abounding in tamas which means that it i$ born by the 
dominance of tamas. Here, virtue is said to be the parts of the sattva 
brought about (to dominance) by the impressions of the acts 
prescribed in the scriptures . 15 Vice is the part of tamas present in the 
intellect (and) brought (to dominance) by the impressions due to 
non-performance of the daily duties and the acts prescribed in the 
scriptures. That is also of two kinds : that which causes the un- 
desirable body, senses, objects, and that which wards off (or puts an 
impediment to) the discriminative knowledge. As the knowledge is of 
two kinds of the form of the knowledge of the word, etc., and of the 
form of the discriminative knowledge of the constituents and the 
conscious entity; the absence of knowledge should also be stated as 
reverse to it . Just as the non-attachment is in four states called ef- 
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fort, etc., the attachment also is of four states. Just as the lordly 
power is of eight kinds, the absence of lordly powers is also of eight 
kinds. Thus, it is the form of the intellect dominated by tamas. The 
form in which sattva dominates is called light. Due to the mention of 
these the following view of PaTfcadhikarapa is refuted. The innate 
and the acquired knowledges are laid down by the part of the 
knowledge of the imperator in the internal and external organs 
which like cosmic matter are like the dry river, and thus is made the 
situation abounding in sattva for the principle which is (really) 
benefit of cognitions. 

What is the reason here ? 

Because the impurity itself is enough to obstruct the light in its 
increased form and to induce the other (opposite) dominant form. 
Thus is explained the intellect having eight forms. 
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1. The first can be exemplified as the production of a pot, and the 
second as the removal of darkness, etc. , which obstruct the 
knowledge of the pot. 

2. The sense is that the modification does not bring some change 
in the substratum. For example, in various types of pots the clay 
remains the same. 

3. This objection is based upon the distortion of Samkhya view 
about the mutual relation of modification and its substratum. 
They are not absolutely identical as implied in the argument, 
but there is in fact, the relation of identity-cum-difference be- 
tween them. 

4. The meaning is that the modification and its substratum are 
separately observed in case of earth and, hence, their distinc- 
tion can be known while such a distinction is never observed in 
case of the intellect and its modification because the intellect is 
never observed without modification so that the two may be dis- 
tinguished. 

5. Avinasta should be understood in the sense of existing objects 
which are liable for destruction though are not yet destroyed. 

6. The increase or decrease in the constituents would imply the 
change and destruction of the intellect. 

7. The sense is if the intellect is proved to be momentary through 
its being non-eternal only, the other reason to prove the 
momentariness of the intellect would be purposeless. 

8. The actions of the army when arranged in a queue and when ar- 
ranged in a circle are different. 

9. Thus, knowledge, virtue, etc. , are the forms of the intellect and 
are located in it. 

10. Cf. Yogasutra 2.30. In the Yogasutra we find non-hoarding in 
the place of akalkata. 

11. A different list of observances is found in the Yogasutra 2.32. 

12. The division is based upon the object to be cognised. The first 
cognised the worldly objects while the latter cognises the 
metaphysical truth. 
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13. S.K.64. 

14. The statement is indicative of the upanisadic influence on this 
text. It does not correspond to the Saihkhya terminology. 

15. The virtue is neither the performance of scriptural act nor the 
impressions of these acts, but the sattva which dominates as 
having the impressions. 
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(NATURE OF EGOISM) 
7:1 


Now we shall explain the egoism which is mentioned after (the 
intellect ) 1 



Opponent : If it is so, you should state at this state only what is the 
definition of egoism. 


3 ^T- 

<*14^ I ? Mfrdrc|c».K4llH^^I5V^i|i|Hlcl. T f? T: JFfatoqfcTC'Jdt 

fq^K ffif >nPq«A u l mRimiRah I ^E? ^ Mdd: I*£<Hld<: I ? 

a^WTT^f^'H'irdtM^: +lcdlfdd< I ^ ^ r<ro[Ii3T<«13Pl Rppi: I 

3INl4^d>lR'*^«’idir<!ikHH9MI^^ I <T*IT ^ ^TRiRTf? “(JdRlRS ^ 3IT<*H 
7ft 3fTt*TR: *p*Rl ^ift^RT’JdK^ts^RcIOTr: I WTTR- 

'Rfd I t? I 

Proponent : THE EGOISM IS SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS. 


Egoism is the cognition ‘ I am’ in the form of reflecting upon 
his own self arising in the agent. 

It is a different category from intellect. 

Why? 

Because the intellect is of the nature of ascertainment of all the 
objects and this (egoism) reflects upon its own self. However, it is not 
(essentially) different (in nature) from the intellect. 

Why ? 
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Because of the acceptance of the identity of the cause and its 
modification. It is established in detail earlier that the modification is 
not totally a different object (in essence) from the cause. That is 
more gross than the intellect in respect of form and knowledge. 

Why? 

Because of the non-separation. Because the separation is not 
possible in time, etc. Since it is a modification of intellect which is 
composed of three constituents, it is also possessed of three con- 
stituents. 

Why? 

Because the nature of the cause is observed in the modification 
as in the case with the threads and the cloth. 


The sattva, etc., present in the form of that egoism are techni- 
cally called by the authorities to be the Vaikarika, taijas and bhUtadi. 2 
The scripture states, “From this great self are born these three sel- 
ves vaikarika, taijas and bhutadi in the form of egoism. The 

general characteristic of these is the notion i am’ and when the con- 
stituents (composing that) become active, (they attain) the par- 
ticular characteristics. 3 


(Evolution from egoism) 

cftfcT ? 


Opponent : What is the activity of the constituents in which there 
arises the particular and different (type of) knowledge con- 
cerning the egoism which is (actually) of a single form, i.e., the 
notion i am’. 


flfatr I RT 

i fs *pf = i ^ 



? <T?*FT- 

i rmr 


Proponent : FROM THAT PROCEEDS THE EVOLUTION OF 
TWO KINDS. 


That of two kinds is in the form of the senses and in the form of 
the subtle elements. That (evolution) is called the activity of the 
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constituents. 


Why? 

Because of being the effect of that. The evolution is the effect 
of the activity of the constituents. The cause is observed in the world 
as metaphorically spoken as effect; for example, in the expression 
like ‘he eats the unhusked rice’. 


3 TI?, T M I W 

# : I ^TUo^NMK^rHrd I 

Opponent : Earlier you have stated that the group of sixteen 
originates from egoism. Now it is stated that two kinds of evolu- 
tion proceeds from that . It is wrong because of the contradic- 
tion involved in earlier and latter (statements). 

^T: 


lJchl<VI*WWW: II ?*ll 


mRhi u ih**i I ^ I 

d^UMi VKWViRfHM I TO MRH|U|»TPtfd TO3i: I 3TFT 

3 I T331 ipm^fdo^ldl I 


Proponent : No, because it is desired to be stated in general . With an 
intention of speaking without (further differentiation it is stated 
by us here that there are two kinds of evolution in the form of 
effect and cause. And, when the differentiation is intended to 
be stated: 


THE SET OF ELEVEN CONSISTING OF THE SENSES, AND 
THE GROUP OF THE FIVE SUBTLE ELEMENTS. 

The term ‘consisting of the senses’ denotes ‘of the senses’. The 
term ‘set of eleven means that which is of the measurement (number) 
of eleven . 4 The same should be stated in case of the subtle elements. 
The evolution of the subtle elements in that of the subtle elements of 
sound, touch, etc. The group of five means the measurement (or 
number) of which is five. The author will speak of the name, charac- 
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teristics (definition) and purpose of the group of sixteen evolutes 
later on. Thus is explained the activity of the constituents, in which is 
particularly rognised the notion of i am’ as I am in word, I am in 
touch, I am in sight, I am in taste and I am in smell. 

(Significance of three forms of Egoism) 

3I<K+R I WTT- 

WSJRRHKWlcr I 3*^, ? 3^4- 

I W f? d^MU^Rni U^kTh'I 

I 3f«fR MimIRi I 1 

I 3T«T^T 3I%5R dd>°dH _ W3TT- 

fWdMd I 3*RTc[ ? 3f? RnjIK^HMWI+rW+^iiMtSJd ffif I 
Opponent : In the egoism no other name of the Sattva, etc., should 
be mentioned because it is purposeless (meaningless). The dif- 
ferent name for Sattva, etc., in egoism which comes to be as 
Vaikarika, taijas and bhutadi, should not be mentioned. 


Why? 

Because it is purposeless (i.e., meaningless). There is no pur- 
pose in giving some other name to the Sattva, etc., occuring in some 
other object, because there would be many names. If it is insisted 
upon that this is a different element, there would certainly be many 
names. 5 Or, the purpose should be mentioned, because the acts done 
with particular effort are not accidental. Or, the purpose should be 
stated as to with this sort of purpose is given a different name in the 
egoism. 

Why? 


Because there is no possibility of accidental nature in the 
objects which are accomplished with a particular effort. 

TJ=»T3f3f3T«5lH*HllWRt I 3)^K^ ^d^dgd4)RR^d^UH44R5p£RT:, 
I TO ?Rt ^ 3 pRlfad- 

^ I flfciRKIW |fcT favtfodH, H 3 *J?fd WT: I 

as: 3 dtdi-d<H, 

dr^l-cK <J si^l<IRl ? ^ $<T: ? ^fdHI=l d£MdKlct I <iRlHl4 

I w«n ^ ?Rt I <jRiRi'HiR;d^ 

<^RlHd4d^H^^d4)Rv)q: I dWl^d>4d<l <t>l4fa$l<^<irt- 

RiRt irv 11 
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Proponent : No, because of its being a cause of particular kinds of 
effects. There proceed elements of many forms (nature) from 
the constituents (situated) in the form of the intellect and, 
hence, no different name is given for that. The egoism, on the 
other hand, is the cause of the phases of the senses and the sub- 
tle elements which abound in Sattva and Tamas respectively. 
Therefore, there is a particular effort of the authorities (to give 
particular name). If it is argued that there arises the un- 
desirable contingency (many names) in case of intellect be- 
cause of the acceptance of the particulars like virtue, etc., (we 
reply) no, because it (particular name) is qualified. It is qualified 
by ‘rise of another element’. The virtue, etc., are not different 
elements and, hence, there is no undesirable contingency (of 
different names) in the intellect. 

If it is argued that it is wrong because the particularity is not 
stated ? It may be like this. What is the particular reason that the vir- 
tue, etc. are not different (independent) element, and the ear, etc., 
on the other hand, are different (independent) elements ? 

It is not so. 

Why? 

That is metaphorically stated in the case of function. The vir- 
tue, etc., are metaphorically spoken with reference to merely the 
function of the intellect. It is stated in the other system also : 4 the vir- 
tue is the function of the light \ The particular arrangement brought 
out by the function of the possessor (or location or the function) is 
stated to be a different element. This is the difference between the 
two cases. Therefore, it is right that the reason is to be a cause of 
particular effects. 


KARIKA 24 


1. It refers to the order of creation in Karika 22. 

2 Vaikarika, taijas and bhutadi are the technical terms denoting 
the three states of egoism as it dominates in sattva, rajas and 
tamas aspect respectively. These are roughly stated to be three 
kinds, though really they are the three aspects or states of one 
and the same entity. 

3. The source of the quotation is not known. The particular char- 
acteristics refer to the particular states above. The activity of 
the constituents refers to that at the time of evolution from the 
cosmic aspect of egoism. 

4. There are the five organs of knowledge, five organs of action 
and the mind. 

5. The objector means that the giving of the different name to the 
state of dominance of a particular constituent would lead to the 
indefinite objects due to the dominance of each constituent in 
different objects. 


KARIKA 25 


(Evolution from the sattva dominating Egoism) 

Opponent : If it is so, it should be stated that there is the evolution of 
this particular effect from the egoism bearing this name. 

3^— 

flllrqeh iJehi<yieb: xqdrl 

^4 I PWSRT 

I t!,'+!<5(lir*PtHi<Jq 4Psq>m1Pi:, ^4*$ drHHHir^q>< u qi^ I 3fiTt 3 5*F 

Proponent : THE GROUP OF ELEVEN ABOUNDING IN SAT- 
TVA EVOLVES FORM THE VAIKARIKA (SATTVA 
DOMINATING) FORM OF EGOISM. 

The word ‘evolution’ follows here also. 1 The meaning is that 
the eleven senses abounding in Sattva proceed or evolve from the 
Sattva-dominating form of egoism. Through statement of eleven 
there arises the knowledge of the senses because in the preceding 
aphorism they (two words ) have the grammatical agreement in the 
same case. Therefore, there is no mention of the senses again. 

(Evolution from tamas dominating egoism) 

53: ffil ? 

Opponent : What are the qualities of the subtle elements and 
from what form of egoism do they evolve? 


?JjTl^FIF*n5r: ^ d iM4L 

T: 3*33131*33: *4: I Wl3|3!t 'JjHfWjl- 
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Proponent : THE GROUP OF SUBTLE ELEMENTS, WHICH 
ABOUNDS IN TAMAS, PROCEED FROM THE TAMAS 
DOMINATING FORM OF EGOISM. 


The subtle elements evolve from the egoism named bhutadi 
and abounding in Tamas. The group of subtle elements abounding in 
Tamas proceed from the form of egoism termed bhutadi. Here also 
the number is told by mentioning the subtle elements only and, 
hence, is not explicitly stated. 


m, I ^Tft- 

P 7 ?: T PTct ^TT^TRTIT TRP 

SRf I ^FTTT ? ^USjfPT irfcT I 


Opponent : The mention of a particular nature is meaningless. It is 
already stated that the names vaikarika, etc., are applicable to 
Sattva, etc., present in the form of egoism. If the Sattva is 
denoted through the word vaikarika, and if the group of eleven 
organs evolves as vaikarika in nature, it becomes known that 
they abound in Sattva. When it is stated that the subtle ele- 
ments (evolute) from the form of egoism called bhutadi, it be- 
comes known that they abound in Tamas. 


Why? 

It is not possible that there may be the evolution (of objects) 
abounding in Tamas from the Sattva and that (of the objects) 
abounding in Sattva from the Tamas. 



Proponent : No , because it suggests the unfamiliar nature. How is it 
known that Sattva is known through the word vaikarika, Tamas 
through the word bhutadi and Rajas through the taijas, for the 
suggestion of which it is done so here. The technical definition 
is not familiar and is not known without deciding (discussing). 

(Taijas form of Egoism) 
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Opponent : The name taijas serves no purpose. 


ii ^ ii 


I ^ FTR[ I 3RJ?I^ fo- 

W?<T ?r53^ I ? ^RT ft 4+lR^l5?^R 

H <*<$<! I 

^FfTc[? ^T^Ffi ^Tmsfr^r4 tf^sfr^ct t^ft, 3frit qTTS^g 3rf^cTT 
3TFT X^T ^Rprf, xr^ ^ IFFTRt I *jdlf<d$r- 

xxFFT^^FRT: 



3*lR4» *k<^d I <*>^kt ? dT^ ^Tftft 4l^H I 4d^l£-“d^dR-H^- 




I ^NrTT- 


Proponent : NO BOTH PROCEED FROM THE TAIJAS FORM 
OF EGOISM. 

Because of its capability with reference to both , it is at both the 
places ? It would have been so (purposeless) if there would have 
been no capability for functioning in it. It follows from the preceding 
that from this taijas form of egoism proceed both types of evolutes 
called the senses and the subtle elements. 


How? 


When the vaikarika form of egoism evolves in the form of the 
senses, because of its being inactive it requires taijas as the im- 
perator; (it requires) bhutadi as causing difference. 


Why? 


Because that (Sattva) is differentiated by that (bhutadi) only. 
Just as the fire thrown in fire becomes fire only, water thrown in 
water becomes water only. In this way, the Sattva requires the as- 
sociation of the other constituents while bringing out the difference 
in the Sattva. He looks for the state of the eleven organs being dif- 
ferentiated through the association of the Tamas which is in the form 
of bhutada form of the egoism and favoured (or assisted) by the 
Rajas in the form of taijas, which is of the nature of activity. Similarly, 
the tamas in the form of bhutadu form of egoism evolving in the form 
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of the subtle elements from the egoism requires taijas form of egoism 
for activity and vaikarika form of egoim for differentiation . 3 

Why? 

It should be added here that because the differentiation in that 
(sattva) is caused by that ( tamas) only. The scriptures also state like 
this. When the vaikarika form of egoism creates, this bhutadi form of 
egoism activated by the taijas form of egoism joins the vaikarika form 
of egoism. Similarly,, when the bhutadi form of egoism creaters, the 
bhutadi activated by taijas dominates the vaikSraika form . 4 Through 
this maxim there is the evolution of both from the taijas. Thus is ex- 
plained the egoism. 


KARIKA 25 


1. It follows from the last Karika. 

2. It works at both the states of egoism because it is capable of 
working at both the states. Sattva and tamas are inactive in 
themselves. The activity for evolution in both the states is 
caused by rajas. 

3. This brings out the fact that the difference in the nature of 
various objects is caused by the proportion of the three con- 
stituents. Even in the objects abounding in sattva, the mutual 
differentiation is brought about the proportion of tamas in 
them. The quality of rajas causes activity, mobility or change in 
an object. 

4. The context demands the reading vaikarikamabhibhavati in 
place of bhiitadimabhibhavati. 


KARIKA 26 


(Sense organs) 


3n?, Hl'NRe ^«t»dK^«M-U(<Rl, drHIHMlfam- 

^3lfaw^ I dWS^st^Pftf^nfoT ’^tsf^imiPT ? 

Opponent : It is stated earlier that the group of eleven organs 
proceed from the sattva-dominating form of egoism. We do not 
understand it through the general statement. Therefore, it 
should be stated as to which organs are intended by you here. 


(Organs of knowledge) 



^uff ^ ^ Hlftc 






Proponent : THE ORGANS ARE OF TWO KINDS : THE 

ORGANS OF KNOWLEDGE AND THOSE OF ACTIVITY. 

The organs of knowledge are called ear, skin, eye, tongue and 
nose. The compound term ear, skin, eye, tongue and nose mean the 
ears, skin, eyes, tongue and nose. Calling or saying is the name which 
means to convey or giving for understanding. Those which are con- 
veyed through these words are car, skin, eye, tongue and nose . 1 The 
compound form of the word is dissolved in dual (in case of ears and 
eyes) due to the difference of locations. These should be understood 
as the organs of knowledge. The organs of knowledge are the senses 
related to knowledge. 

fa gHfcnft ? 

Opponent : What are they to the knowledge ? 
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5RH I 3*RT<t ? I 3RI3^Rq 

Hlftd I fTWR^RTf^T^R 

^faTORT?RWf i+K«IM<M^ I -d^llfi^l <T^ I 

iK’i'irfl^^lr^^l'Jlird I 

Proponent : They serve as the gate for the knowledge of the objects 
like word. 


Why? 

Because of the absence of the functioning externally in case of 
internal organ. There is no function of the internal organ outside (the 
bosy) and, hpnce, it is not capable of knowing the objects like word, 
etc., directly. Therefore, some other means in the form of ear, etc., 
which are capable of illuminating (grasping) the external object 
directly are required. The knowledge of object of that (internal 
organ) arises through the medium of that. Therefore, it is rightly 
stated that senses of knowledge are so because they serve as the gate 
for knowledge of external objects by the intellect. 

(Organs of action) 

3m, c t>*-fP* i iiP , i S^hIRi ? 

Opponent : What are the organs of action ? 

g tcmfo re n^^CT: : II ^ II 

I fulfill I 5=T: ^4 ? SRRlft WJMI U IH I 

Proponent : THE SPEECH, HANDS, FEET, ANUS AND 
GENERATIVE ORGAN ARE THE ORGANS OF ACTION. 


The compound speech, hands, feet, anus and generative organ 
means speech, hands (two) feet (two) anus and the generative organ. 
These are stated to be the organs of action. The organs of action are 
those meant for action. 

What is the action ? 

That is to speak, etc., which will be stated later on. Since they 
perform these actions particularly, they are the organs of action. 

(Difference of the senses from their locus) 


3m, 
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m? 

Opponent : How is it known that the senses are different from their 
locus and are not the locus itself ? 



Proponent : There is the distinction of the organs from their location 
because some particular power is observed. Just as the intellect 
is inferred to be a distinct object due to (through) the observa- 
tion (experience) of a particular power in the form of ascer- 
taining the objects, which is not possible in the case of the body 
(physical), similarly, the organs as distinct (from locus) are in- 
ferred from the observation of a particular power in the form 
of grasping the objects, which is not possible in the case of the 
location. 




Opponent : No, because the impossibility is not yet established. Both 
of the facts that the grasping of the object in not possible in the 
case of the locus and is possible in case of some other object 
only, are unfamiliar. 


I : I TO- 

dWflRl- 

?fiT I I 5 PW<1 ? I 4<*>lR4> Rr-dHI^lR'* 

hww, i ^lRjcri^i^r To: <wt- 

^TfW I UHlRlRPd I Tjfa HtPd<$rd 

^1 


Proponent : It is not unfamiliar because that (grasp of an ob- 
ject) is not justified in case of the objects which are of the similar 
genus (to their locus). Since the grasping of the object is not possible 
in case of the material objects like pot. 2 


Since the capability is not generated in the case of the objects 
originating from the egoism, the negation of that in the case of our 
senses also should not be inferred/ 
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This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because there will arise the undesirable contingency of dif- 
ferentiation of power (even in your theory). In our theory the 
vaikarika state of sattva is of the nature of light and the senses 
originate due to that particular power. In the case of other kinds of 
egoism subtle elements are born on account of the power of tamas in 
the form of bhutadi type of egoism because those (subtle elements) 
are identical in nature to the earth, etc. Therefore, the above solution 
is not based upon similarity of cases. Through this is refuted the 
elemental nature of the senses . 4 

(Refutation of considering the sense as one) 

Wlr<rd ? 

Opponent : How is it known that the senses are many and would a 
single sense meant for all types of knowledge would not be lo- 
cated at many organs as is the case of mind ? 



'flPd+Hi w 
F 5 f JPjfcrfFftfcT I 

i ? 3Ad>i'di<t 1 rd^4<nir<r 

dHHId^dtMdlPdP'T: I I lidPHr^WlPM 

TO I ^Ynd,<pi^d>cdirid>KMdirdRrd 3HT - ^STTfMNftWl 
yrnftrsfaoi^ I 3^t ^ I 3TF^t TO I WrfW: 

ajFFRfa: WZ: i ^ cTfecFT- 

to i <rcr«n totT'TO^^ fRt 1 1 

? 3TfagrWTr<t I t#FFJTOq5ITOTt dPSd>KcdPH^d: FTWrt wPf- 
I 3T0flt;Pi{! ^ d^'Mpti'hl t?jRfd I 
II II 


Reply : No , because there will arise the undesirable contingency 
of activity or the absence of activity (of all the senses) 
simultaneously . If there is only one sense for all knowledges 


(or located at many points) as is the case with mind, there 
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would arise the knowledge of all the objects with the 
knowledge of one object. However, the difference in 
knowledge is experienced. Therefore, the sense is not one. If it 
is argued that the senses are material in nature because of the 
observation of favour or injury to them by the material objects? 
It may be like this. Here, the favour or injury to the material 
objects like pot is caused by the material object like clay, stick, 
wheel, thread (rope), water and a hammer. If the senses would 
not be material in nature, the favour to them would not be 
rendered through the collyrium, etc., and the injury by dust, 
etc., which are material in nature. This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because of its being non-conclusive. The favour in respect of 
grasping (or seizing), retaining and remembering to the internal 
organ is rendered through face, etc., which are elemental in nature 
and the injury to that also is rendered by stone etc., which are also 
material in nature. And, it is not material in nature. In the same way, 
the case may be with the senses also. If it is argued that the 
knowledge of the modification (from the material element) arises 
through the manifestation of the particular quality ? The smell which 
is particular quality of earth is manifest through nose, the taste 
belonging to the water through tongue, the form or colour belonging 
to the fire by the organ of sight, the touch actually belonging to air, 
through skin, and the word actually belonging to the sky through the 
ear. The object is observed to be the modification of the one the 
quality of which is manifested by it. For example, the lamp which is 
the manifestor of the form is of the nature of the Light. 5 

This is wrong. 

Why? 

Because it would involve the undesirable result. In the view of 
those who intend that the manifestor is the modification of the 
manifested element, there arises the undesirable contingency of 
earthly nature (origin from the earth) of the water because the water 
causes the manifestation of smell. 6 If this is undesirable, the reason is 
not conclusive. Thus, the statement that the senses are material in 
nature because of being the manifestor of the particular quality of 
the material elements, is wrong. 
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1. The senses are actually the powers of sight, etc., in the body, yet 
are located at various points in our body. 

2. The senses are the product of egoism while their locations in 
the body are material in nature. The material objects like pot 
are not observed as grasping the objects. 

3. This seems to be the statement of the objector. 

4. This is a reply to the above contention that all the products of 
egoism do not grasp the objects and, hence, the senses need not 
necessarily grasp the objects. 

5. This seems to be the argument of the Naiyayikas to establish the 
material nature of the senses. 

6. The meaning is that sometimes the piece of earth does not give 
smell but does so when sprinkled with water. In that case water 
helps the manifestation of smell and, hence, would be con- 
sidered as the product of earth. 
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(Definition of mind) 


n+i<$lPsr*iif'n ifa i 






Opponent : It is stated earlier that the eleven senses originate from 
egoism. Now the senses of knowledge and of action are men- 
tioned as ten only. Hence, the one entity is less. 


^ i cr^TRr— 



3^r*'<w4ru| *TCt JTcWRT^ I <T? cTCJWSf- 


I I >W 4 H^ 


^ I 



craj^i 

Proponent : It would be this only if the phase of senses would be this 


much only. What then, 

IN THESE, MIND IS THE DESIRING PRINCIPLE. 

Here, mind should also be accepted in the phase of the senses. 
There, we speak ‘desiring principle’ as the definition . 1 Samkalpa, 
abhia, iccha, tr§na, etc., are synonymous. The desiring principle is 
that which desires. This is the definition of mind. 


(Separate existence of mind) 



i ? o^flJTOn- 







«MWMi ^tT ? W: ? 3?T i 

I f? ¥Kir<ra^: I 3rf^T<TfaW^ 

I flR I ^Hf^TT 

I cTWra 5£(WHi ^TTSfq I I 

f^T^trT: %?[ W SFTTft:, 
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WlRfa I I fdVlfMd^ld. I ftftw HluilR'ird: I 

*fan?T?f<T I <TW^. ^W^HWHirnr^luii fr^- 

'l*}d<Rd^ iRrftT^; I 

From that is ascertained the existence of it though it is not 
directly perceived. 

How? 

Because that (desire) is not possible in case of the other senses 
individually and collectively. Keeping aside the mind will you postu- 
late desire as an act of the other senses individually or collectively ? 

What difference does it make ? 

Because the objects of desire are not fixed (restricted ). 2 The 
objects of the senses like ear, i.e., the word, etc., are fixed. The 
objects of desire, however, are not fixed. Moreover, because its ob- 
jects belong to three periods of time. The function of the ear, etc., has 
its object existing at present, but the objects of desire belong to the 
three periods of time. Therefore, desiring is not the act of the senses 
individually or collectively. Moreover, there will arise the undesirable 
contingency of absence of that (act of desire) in case of deaf persons. 

If it is argued that the act of desire may be the function of sen- 
ses collectively as is the case with vital air, etc ? 3 It may be like this. 
As the vital airs, etc., are the function of the senses collectively and 
when one sense gets damaged, they do not come to an end, similarly, 
the act of desiring also may be the activity of all the senses collective- 
ly and it would not come to an end when any one of them is 
damaged . 4 

This is also wrong because of the particularity (or distinction). 
The circulation of vital airs is without object. The act of desiring, 
however, has word, etc., as its object. This is the particularity. There- 
fore, since the act of desiring is not possible in case of the senses in- 
dividually or collectively, it is proved that it (act of desiring) is a 
probans for the existence of the mind. 

(Mind is both sense of knowledge and action) 

3TTS, <r<3tmujk^ i jiwrjuft- 

I cFT ^ ? 

Opponent : It is yet to be decided because the senses are of two 

kinds. Two kinds of senses are mentioned earlier. Hence, it 
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should be decided whether the mind is a sense of knowledge or 
a sense of action. 

I 

Proponent : : IT IS STATED TO BE THE SENSE OF BOTH THE 
KINDS. 


The word ca is used in the sense In (certainly). That is certain- 
ly both kinds of sense. This is what is meant here. The mind is not 
only the sense of knowledge but also the sense of action. 


Opponent : If it is argued that it is wrong because of the absence of 
the reason for such a restriction? It may again be like this. 
What is the reason for restriction that even when the nature of 
being a sense is common, yet the application of being of both 
the kinds is to the mind only and not to the others ? 





II ^3 II 




w{ i cTOT 5 «rqsraK dftfd 11 ^vs n 


ii ^rrKiriwmi ii 

Proponent : SINCE IT IS INTERNAL (AND HENCE) HAVING 
THE OBJECTS OF THREE PERIODS OF TIME AS ITS 
OBJECT, THEREFORE, THE APPLICATION OF BEING 
OF BOTH THE KINDS’ IS TO THAT. 

Because it has the objects of the three periods of time as its 
objects. Here, what is internal and the function of which is with refer- 
ence to the objects of three periods of time, that is said to be of both 
the kinds, just as the intellect. The mind is internal because it is not 
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related to the objects directly and has the objects of three periods of 
time as it has the objects the objects of past, future and present. 
Therefore, it is proved that the appellation of being of both the kinds 
is applicable to it. 

Here ends the sixth discourse in the Yuktidipika commentary 
on the Samkhyakarika. 


I 


KARIKA 27 

1. The mode of defining mind again suggests the non-difference 
between the function and the functioning agent. 

2. The meaning is that the senses cannot have desire individually. 

3. Cf. S. K. 3. 

4. Here starts the reply to the admitting of desire as the collective 
activity of the senses. 

5. The reading of the karika in the YuktidTpika is peculiar and the 
expression is novel. 
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(Function of the senses) 







»rw«iRftci whw«iRi: i \ 

f? I TT I J5F&- 



The phase of the organs is understood. Their individual and 
collective functions should be mentioned now. Though we have to 
state the both, yet the individual function is mentioned and not the 
collective .What is the reason here ? Because it does not form the 
part of the context. We have undertaken in succession the context of 
the existence of the ear, etc. And, it is stated that the existence of 
these is due to the observation of the particular power. That par- 
ticular power is said to be the individual function now in our theory . 1 
Therefore, we shall follow that order. 


(Objects of the senses) 


cTFT ? 

Opponent : If it is so, you should state with reference to what object 
is the function of which organ, or what is the nature of that. 


qSIHWIHtaWMMfM #T: I 








WTTSTrftOT^ft^ITfcr^ HlWlPd lf33- 

I JIHKMIi: I 

Proponent : With reference to your statement as to in respect of what 
object is that function of senses, we reply : 
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THE FUNCTION OF THE FIVE (SENSES) IS THE PRIMARY 
ABSTRUCT APPREHENSION ONLY IN RESPECT OF THE 
FORM, ETC. 


The function of the ear, skin, eye, tongue and nose in the form 
of the act of hearing, touching, seeing, tasting and smelling with 
respect to word, touch, form, taste and smell which are mutually dif- 
ferent due to their own differentiation, is called the function. Since in 
the mention of the organs ear is enumerated First and there is no pur- 
pose in violating the order in the mention of the object of that we 
have read the karika as ’of the five with reference to the word, etc.’ 
The earlier reading is due to carelessness. 

(Nature of function of the organs) 


?f<T I Hi u iqq> I nqnicilq'iHiqfV 


As regards your statement as of what nature is the function, 
we state-it is intended to be merely the abstruct apprehension. 
Apprehension and getting the impression (or knowledge) are 
synonymous. The term ‘onl/ is to exclude the particular. For ex- 
ample, when it is stated that the student reads the vedas only, (it is 
understood) that he does not read anything else (particularly). 
Similarly, when it is stated that the function of the senses is intended 
to be the abstruct apprehension only, it is understood that nothing 
else particular (is the function ). 3 What is proved thereby? The state- 
ment of the other authorities that knowledge of the general ensues 
from the senses and the knowledge of the particular belongs to the 
intellect, becomes refuted. 


(Abstruct apprehension is not the knowledge of generality) 

Opponent : What is the defect in this opinion because of which it is 
subject to refutation? 
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fafra sfir ^ flIHHWH <TW ? '■ 

l*1<l*l e (fll ,: (|i'fl.'t)< u lf t l f^RtV 

I ffc*TR%<5?- 
? <J I 

+Mird^rdMy'll<l I Rra«TT 

IH<J<RfeTI<TWWRfa- 
PsRpiRl I f<?> I $f'SR'R *}tfHrq<4: RT?!*?! HOM^qfllS^T: 

'JTFnf^’^IMqftftcfHillft RT<1 1 <RfR I <KHI<MctRftfeR fa-iifaftl I 


<*R: RTSJ*IT 


Proponent : The generality and particularity require each other and 
since they do not stand in contradiction in a single object, the 
postulation of the other (either of the external or internal 
organ) is purposeless. If the knowledge of generality only 
would belong to the senses, the knowledge of generality would 
not require the knowledge of particularity and similarly the 
knowledge of generality, but (actually) wherever is the 
knowledge of generality, the knowledge of particularity is not 
negated and, hence, both would belong to the senses. Then, the 
postulation of the internal organ will not serve any purpose. Or, 
what is the contradiction of the internal organ, which has the 
knowledge in particular, with the generality ? And, hence, both 
are possible there and the senses would be purposeless. There- 
fore, the senses are without understanding. If understanding 
would belong to the senses, as there is no fixed object of the in- 
ternal organ, the same would be the case with the senses, But it 
is not so, Therefore, the senses are without understanding. 
Moreover, there will be undesirable contingency of transgression 
of time. If the understanding would belong to the senses, as the 
object of the cognition of the internal organs are the objects of 
the three points of time, the same would be in case of the sen- 
ses. But it is not so. Therefore the senses are without cognition. 
Moreover, the remembrance is not observed (in case of the sen- 
ses). If the cognition would belong to the senses, as there is the 
possibility of attainment of the initial form (of the object cog- 
nised) again in case of the internal organs, the same would be 
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the case with the senses. This is, however, not so. Therefore, it 
is established that the senses are without cognition. 

(The senses get the form of the objects and do not illumine it) 


Opponent : Let the senses be without understanding. What is the 
reason that their function is to receive the (form of the) object 
and not as of illuminating them as the lamp does ? 

TOWftfi! I VMI-HdH- ^ 

3f<T I I I 

I I 3R»TR{ ? 1 SHl«S<*lRuit 

WT®fa<ftf<T I Rf I 3RT3^0T?I^: I fpsftoi SKltMcH+lRldl- 

T, TPT M3 u WW*4h. 1 %5t ^>ihs^WTT^ I 

ftfif I 


Proponent : It is not so, because there will arise the undesirable contin- 
gency of (acceptance of) some other cause (of knowledge). If the 
senses would be the illuminator like the lamp, as there is the 
search (i.e., need) for some other instrument in case of the 
(cognition of) pot, etc., illuminating that, the same would be 
the case here also. This is, however, not desirable. Therefore, 
the senses are not the illuminators of the objects like the lamp. 4 

If it is argued that it is wrong due to the existence of internal 
organs ? If may be like this. There is another organ in the form of in- 
tellect which grasps the objects illumined by the senses illuminating 
as lamp? Therefore, it is the exposition of others’ theory and not the 
refutation of it . 

It is not so. 

Why? 

Because there will be the undesirable contingency of non- 
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acceptance of either of the lamp or the senses. The senses are the il- 
luminator of the objects, as also the lamp. There arises the un- 
desirable contingency of non-acceptance of one of them. 


Why? 


There is no capability of operation of the two instruments 
which produce the same effect at a time . 5 Moreover, there will be the 
abandonment of (the nature of) the internal organ. The very nature of 
internal organ will be abandoned in case of one who states that the 
internal organ grasps the external objects illumined (by the senses) 
as a lamp. Therefore, it is wrong (to postulate) the capability of 
grasping the objects by the internal objects . 6 If it is argued that the 
capability belongs to the conscious entity, (we reply) no because there 
will arise the purposeless of the organs. The undesirable contingency 
of purposelessness of the organ arises in the case of the one who 
holds that the conscious entity is capable of grasping the objects 
directly. Therefore, it is right that the senses acquire (the form of) 
the object and are not the illuminator like the lamp. 


(Grasping, illuminating and understanding) 




Opponent : Let it be that the activity of the senses is to grasp the 
objects (and) not to understand the objects. What is the 
difference amongst grasping, understanding and illuminating 
the objects ? 


wiqidOT R^3>RR 3>RR ( R$ptS*p(}R I 

3*Rpf I H<WVl4> 


Proponent : Grasping, the function of the senses, is the attainment of 
the form of the object by the senses through the contact with 
the objects. The determination in the form as ‘this is the cow’ ‘it 
is white’, ‘it is running’, etc., following the operation of the sen- 
ses is the understanding. The function of the senses is in 
present time only as with the cessation of the operation of the 
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senses when the proximity of the object and the senses come to 
an end, the acquiring the form of that object the senses also 
comes to an end, there is the acquirement of the impressions 
(by the internal organs) through the experience of the form of 
the object acquired by the senses, and the remembrance is 
caused by that and, thus, the understanding refers to the three 
periods of time. This is the difference between the two (viz., 
grasping and understanding). The illumination is external, and 
not the acquirement of the form of the object. Through the 
refinement after removing the quality of shade which is earthly 
in nature and serves as the hindrance for the (knowledge of) 
pot, etc., one makes them worthy to menifest so that it renders 
a favour to the eyes. Or, according to others, it (i.e., refine- 
ment) refers to both the eyes and the objects. 7 Therefore, it is 
right to say that the lamp, etc., are agents of illuminating, the 
ear, etc., of attaining the form of the object and the internal 
organs of determining the objects. 

(Material origination of the senses refuted) 

3T«f vpff^nuii *FT clRlRctj;^- 


^lunWl I 



w- 



uwwfd I »y«hU u ld I 



^:? 3ii<5<*iR4iuii P^miwRuiwiRH+i ^R^Ri- 



I fi? <<chRhi u 1 <KMRnl u i W l 

Now it is stated as to what is the function of the organs of 
action. The Naiyayikas state like this. The senses, viz., nose, tongue, 
eye, skin and the ear come out of the elements (N.S. 1.1.12). Through 
the word ‘from the elements’ is suggested that the act of cognising 


224 


Yuktidfpika 


their own object in case of the senses is determined when they are 
the products of the elements, viz., earth, water, light, air, and the sky. 
From them come out the nose, tongue, eye, skin and ear respectively. 
Through the expression ‘caused from the elements’ the nature of the 
elements which will be explained later on is possible in all the five. 
The nature of having elements as the cause is as it is stated in the 
case of other four. In the case of ear, however, it is to be justified 
through usage in the senses of the part of the sky occupied by the 
outer part of the ear. In this way, the senses which are elemental in 
nature are capable of grasping their own object; hence, their charac- 
teristic in the form of that object is proved. Hence, it is stated that 
they come out of the elements. This is, however, undesirable to the 
authorities of Samkhaya. The propounders of Samkhya say thus. The 
senses which come out of egoism only accomplish the object (of 
grasping the objects) and not otherwise. An efficient cause due to its 
very nature of being so is of the nature of doing the act after reaching 
the object. How would the senses which are elemental in nature 
reach the object situated at a distance? In case they come out of the 
egoism, it is possible because of their being all- pervasive. 8 The nature 
of reaching the object is well-stated since it is possible when the func- 
tion of the senses to attain the form of the object is not different from 
the agents. Moreover, the nature of grasping the objects great and 
atomic in size is postulated in case of them when they come out of 
the egoism, and not when they are elemental in nature. In case of the 
elemental objects the efficient cause would grasp the object and the 
size of the organs themselves. 

(Function of the organs of action) 

W c^fcS<q|U|j cjftlRfd ? 

Opponent : What is the function of the organs of action? 


qi'WVdRM-'WW: H •TTS^T: I I 3nsfa- 

WT I MW I 
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^TPT: I TJ^rfa oij | u| H'KfRFR : I ^ 

^fP^TTSqf^Fir: UR6 II 

Proponent : SPEAKING, HANDLING, WALKING, EXCRETION 

AND GRATIFICATION ARE (THE FUNCTIONS) OF THE 

OTHER (FIVE). 

The functions of speech, hand, feet, the anus and generative 
organ should be understood as speaking, handling , walking, 
excretion and gratification respectively. Out of them, speech is that 
by which something is spoken. Therefore, the group of letters in the 
form of word, sentence, verse and book, capable of conveying some 
neaning, is the object of the organ of speech and not of anything else. 
Handling is that by which something is spoken. Therefore, the group 
of letters in the form of word, sentence, verse and book, capable of 
conveying some meaning? is the object of the organ of speech and 
not of anything else. Handling is that by which something is handled. 
The prefix anga and bhi are used in the sense of practice or mode. 
All that which is the act of handling or seizing in case of washing, 
cleaning, touching, studying, striking, art and craft, exercise, etc., is 
the object of this sense and not of anything else. Walking means a 
particular act of carrying. Whatever is the particular act of walking or 
carrying involved in walking in even, uneven, low and high places, 
change (of place), acting and exercise, etc., is the object of this sense 
and not of anything else. Similarly, excretion is the act of excreting . 
Hence, the excretion of the modification of eatern and drunck, 
through the way of proper canal of nutriment in the body, is the ob- 
ject of this sense and nothing else. Gratification is the pleasure 
covering (the Whole body). Hence, that which results from the eyes 
full of exceptional love is the object of this sense and of nothing else. 
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1. The particular power or function forms the definition of organs 
as also serves as a probans for their existence. 

2. The correct reading should be sabdbadisu, etc. , in place of 
rflpadisu. 

3. It is implied that the senses have no knowledge but get the form 
of the object and submit it to the internal organs which trans- 
form this apprehension into knowledge. In that stage there is no 
particularity in knowledge. 

4. Only the illumination does not serve the purpose. The impres- 
sion of that object is to be carried to the internal organs. If the 
senses would only manifest the object, the purpose of carrying 
the impression would not be fulfilled. 

5. If the senses would reveal the object like lamp, one could see 
the object in darkness as well because the purpose of lamp 
could be served by the senses themselves. Moreover, in the 
presence of lamp or in light there would be no purpose to be 
served by the senses. 

6. The very nature of the internal organs implies that they do not 
come in contact with the external objects directly. If they do so, 
they would deviate from their very nature. 

7. The refinement is to help the revealing of the object as also the 
help to the senses to turn them fit to get the form of the object. 

8. The idea of all-pervasiveness of the senses is against the state- 
ment of the Samkhya that the cosmic matter is all-pervasive 
while the evolutes are limited in magnitude (Karika 10). 


KARIKA 29 


(Function of the internal organs) 

3 TT?, ^[f^T: 

1 ? TT^ f? I sPT^ 3T 5T%5R W3^T- 

Mt I 

Opponent : The function of the internal organs should be mentioned 
first. There should be the mention of the function of the intel- 
lect, egoism and mind first in accordance with the order in the 
evolution . 1 


What is the reason here ? 

In this way (only) the order in evolution is followed. Or, the 
purpose of deviation from the order should be stated. 

3^1%- 3, I araeRlJRq f? WI: I 

f^n dRi^vi:MiMNiiJ u i i 


Proponent : No, because that (function of the internal organs) follows 
the function of the senses. The understanding of the internal or- 
gans follows the function of the senses. The author will also 
state: with regard to the perceptible as also with regard to the 
imperceptible, the function of the three follows that (function 
of the senses). Therefore, the mention of that is made by 
authority first ignoring the order in evolution. 


3TTI?, VII*) HHlHHMir^MI^ I Vllbl ^ Ht: 

?f<T ? W3TT I 3«TT 

'+>l4+KU|°^«H+ld WTc^RRtftSFftfiT JrfcF^ei% I 


Opponent : That is impossible because the i notion’ is mentioned 
first in the scripture. The scripture states like this: ’ ‘ What no- 
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tion is attached to a body situated in the feotus of the mother ? 
The great knowledge T am\ At the time of formation of the 
body, it is known i am the mahatmya body’. 2 The egoism 
which proceeds afterwards lies latent. The scriptures are the 
authority here. Therefore, the mention of the internal organ 
should be made first. 


3T??cn woitt w sfa i 


1 WRT eTST- 

I W rTW ^TTfcT I I Trfi- 

^ I ^ I ^ 4^1 <1dl- 

^ ^mfir I 3prm g 

^^T 5 «T^TFTTf^ cTSPJT^ Wf^5 ^ 5 ^trT- 

ftfctl 

^r«rrl 


3 5 W(l (TFTK- 
o^T^ncfT I 




Proponent : Because that (function of the senses) is desired to be 
stated for the purpose of considering it as the cause (of the 
function of the internal organs). It is true that the great 
knowledge that ‘I am’ is imposed upon it at the time of the 
production of the body. The cognition of the internal organs 
with reference to the objects like word, etc., is caused by the 
ear, etc., This is denoted by the word caused. It is not right to 
mention the effect overlooking the senses. Or, we should not be 
told that the mention of the function of the internal organ 
should be made first. 


What is the reason here ? 
Because 
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THE FUNCTIONS OF THREE INTERNAL ORGANS ARE THEIR 
RESPECTIVE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES (DEFINITION) 

The respective characteristics mean the individual charac- 
teristic of their own. The grammatical operation, viz., taddhita is in 
the sense of its own. The state of difference is caused by the interven- 
tion of time and words. The function only is stated in the form of 
definition in case of the intellect, egoism and the mind since their 
(other) essential nature is not capable of being stated because of 
their subtleness. Similarly, it is not possible to state the definition (or 
the peculiar characteristic) of ear, etc., on account of thier subtle- 
ness, and hence their function only is stated and not the definition or 
peculiar characteristic. Their functions only serve as their definition. 
That which is capable of getting abstruct apprehension of the word is 
the ear. Similarly, should be said in the case of other senses also. The 
peculiar characteristic of the intellect, egoism and mind are stated to 
be the ascertainment, etc. Stating the same as the function and stat- 
ing the peculiar characteristic also in the form of that as also the 
same in case of ear, etc., the author suggests the non-difference be- 
tween the function and the agent. Otherwise, as the ascertainment, 
etc., are the characteristic, the function of grasping the form, etc., 
would be stated as the characteristic only and the function. As in the 
case of ear, etc., the ascertainment, etc., are said to be the function 
and not the characteristic in case of intellect, etc. Therefore, the 
mention in the other form is suggestive of the non- difference be- 
tween the function and the agent. Thus is explained the function of 
the organ. 

(Definition as the peculiar function) 


PiRviRl I STWIFPT IsWlfil I aTOM- 

spfarat I +IIHI-MI I R WIFTT5WTP5T I srfiWTW 

’reft i ^ °4jwRi 

Prem i dd!)4qj i 


THIS IS PECULIAR TO EACH 


The pronoun ‘that’ refers to the function stated earlier. With 
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the pronoun ‘this’ the author relates to directly presented (discus- 
sion) the same which is drawn from above. The expression ‘is’ 
proclaims the understanding (or indication) of its identity with the 
other property to be mentioned later on. The term ‘ peculiar’ refers 
to the property or quality. The term ‘general’ means common. That 
which is not general is uncommon It is to be stated that it is fixed 
with (or is peculiar to) each organ. The functions of the phases of the 
organs, ascertainment, etc., which are enumerated earlier in succes- 
sion are fixed with (i.e., is peculiar to) each of the organs taken 
separately. Thus is proved the absence of commingling of the nature 
of these intellect, etc., which is suggested through the state of being 
the cause of a particular effect (i.e., activity). 


(Common function of all the senses) 



WrRTTft iRUWlRi I 

Opponent : When it is stated that ascertainment, etc., are the 
uncommon function of the senses, it means by imilication that there 
is their common function also because with the mention of uncom- 
mon the common also becomes mentioned since the common and 
uncommon require (i.e., depend upon) each other. Therefore, that 
(common) also should be stated. 

Sll'ldtii W ||^ || 

«IHMI I MHWhyl ^ HFWT:,5PTT- 

mHUHHkMHI: W I t: Rf?cT: ?RT 

I 

Proponent : THE FUNCTION COMMON TO ALL THE OR- 
GANS IS (CIRCULATION OF) THE FIVE VITAL AIRS, 

PRANA ETC. 

The expression ‘the function common to all the organs ‘means 
the function of the organs which is common. The expression prana 
etc.’ means those of which prana is the first. The circulation of the 
five vital airs, viz., prana, apana, samana, udana and vyana should be 
uderstood as the function of the organs collectively. It is stated in the 
Upani$ads also that prana is with (or common to all of them). 
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3JT3, 3T5r?^ I 3Wef ? I ffrjftWT 

I 3^ *-131 -eK «RfclW ami^l 3f4eIH£eftfel I 


Opponent : This is wrong. Why ? Because there is no possibility of 
becoming a function of a qualified object by some other 
qualified object (i.e., an object connot be the function of the 
other object). The word function denotes activity. And, one 
qualified object connot be the function of other qualified 
object. 4 


^ wfiWTRf I I «pff tM'dWI 


Proponent : No because the effect is metaphorically spoken to be the 
cause. It is true that a qualified object connot be postulated as 
function of some other qualified object. However, the air circu- 
lated by the function of the organs common to all is said to be a 
function of them because it is circulated by them. Thus, 
metaphorically applying the name prana (i.e., activity in cir- 
culation of the air) to the air , which is the object of activity in- 
volved in prana, etc., it is stated -the five vital airs prana, etc., 



*T^T: 


? 


Opponent : If it is argued that it is wrong because the circulation of 
that (by the organs) is not yet established? It may be like this. 
How is it known that the activity in air is when it is circulated by 
other object and not independently? 


3Wt -3 Wf:, | f*T?n fsb3Ml4t: 

wit +<u|^Ri^lRlReHell4l ? ^Tcf: ? 33 3FTcWT I 

SR Wet? wfa 5RT T TTet W3Tf3% f? 

Wfa 33333: Wet ! delSM fel4 c Hle)ir^^fTT^^?r, 3 31-Mel: I =F3TTet 

? 3q^hlet I 3 f? ^3^33333. | 

^gfafeT ^5f, 3Wf3fWeSTTet I 333 

3e3*2J3 T FeTS33. I 3TTe4feT fsR A IIHfef- 
4*1Tet I SWTf^elRae^HkHI f3f3CT | 3 3 f3fW3T3 
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sj?h 33 
^frT: I 





Proponent : It is not of its own because there is no possibility of being 
different from that. The activity of the air which is accidentally 
different from it may be independently of its own or due to 
some other reason different from the function of the senses. 

What does it prove ? 

The activity is not possible independently. 

Why? 

Because it would involve the undesirable contingency of its 
presence everywhere. If the circulation of the air in the direction, is 
admitted to be natural, there will be the possibility of its presence 
everywhere. In that case the act of falling down (or flying) in the 
direction (or the function of the flying or falling down of a bird) 
could come to an end . 5 It is not caused by some other object. 


Why? 


Because it is not obser\>ed. The capacity of circulating the air is 
not observed anywhere in the earth, etc. If you argue that it is ob- 
served anywhere in case of balloons, etc., (we reply) no, because it is 
caused, by something else. In this case the activity of Caitra etc., is 
observed and, hence, it should be admitted that some other cause is 
certainly observed. It if is argued that it is the soul (which activates), 
we reply, no, because the activity is already negated (in case of soul). 
It is established earlier that the soul is inactive. The act of instigating 
is not possible in case of the inactive entity. It is not that it is not 
caused because the objects which differ in nature (or differ from 
other naturally) are not causeless since thay are not accidental. 
Therefore, whatever is that cause, it is the activity of all the senses. 


(Prana, etc., are not a single air) 


3 3T3 I ^333: WFt 

33f33 I 3^3. I 333T3 ? I 



3 t 333MSlT3T33:W I 

That air is one but is given different names due to its par- 
ticularity of circulation at different places. Just as the same person 
Devadatta by name is somewhere a cook and somewhere a wood- 
cutter. 
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vE 


That is wrong . 

Why? 

Because of its contradiction with the mutual pre-eminence at a 
time. It is admitted that the later air is pre-eminent in comparison to 
the earlier. This is not possible in case of one at a time. Therefore, it 
is right that prana, etc., are the five airs. 


(Prana) 


HRlcfai ? 

Opponent : What is the definition of prana ,etc. ? 

Hl u llc; 4 l: I I cl? 3PT- 

?M: I ^tsHlRl4l«TT ^«<Rl ?FT 

"?ct I ?T cRJSTT %?T, 3Pirat5? ^8J:, Jpjffits? 

JTTRTtS? °FI^, 3pTT?ty4 I ciP&hOcI^ ?T ?nr?FT^f^?T I 

’T?fcT I «cq<1H^lSr^oi)Thl *[?fcT I ^TfcTT ?T <^.%?TSP a T- 
?T «R[?T flRclHl ?T ^T^TFT, PlHMNdM^ ?T 

I 

Proponent : The prana, etc., are of two kinds -coming inside and 
going outside the body -It is called prana because it goes (in- 
side) through the nose and the mouth, and because of the in- 
clination (of being towards it). That internal air which enters 
(inside) through mouth and the nose is the prana. That inclina- 
tion is observed in the beings sometimes. For example, the 
Army is inclined; the tree is inclined; this fellow is inclined for 
virtues; this (man) is inclined for wealth, this (man) is inclined 
for pleasure; this (man) is inclined for learning. Or the activity 
of the external vital airs is observed in the case opposite to 
these. This is observed in the case of the beings also. The same 
becomes manifest here. For example , after knowing the one 
overpowered with great misery, separated from a near relative, 
accompanied with a herd of cattle, or the buffalo fallen in the 
pool . 6 (Apana) 

I ^ yt? ^IcUcta*!- 



^5 cRM 3TWnTtS^i Spiffs ?T ?fcT ?TUT ! 


r 

vE 
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That is wrong . 

Why? 

Because of its contradiction with the mutual pre-eminence at a 
time. It is admitted that the later air is pre-eminent in comparison to 
the earlier. This is not possible in case of one at a time. Therefore, it 
is right that prana, etc., are the five airs. 

(Prana) 

fa hiuikVi ? 


Opponent : What is the definition of prana ,etc. ? 


FM: I ^4 Wlftf FFT ?rqf4«ft- 

i *n for, , 

jpjrats'jj jpjrats4 P=kjmih i trfsrrcfrj i 

<T^Rr I TIcWT^TSr*fSTrFt I qiRTT 3T ^idfaTSfa- 

W'l^l 


Proponent : The prana, etc., are of two kinds -coming inside and 
going outside the body — It is called prana because it goes (in- 
side) through the nose and the mouth, and because of the in- 
clination (of being towards it). That internal air which enters 
(inside) through mouth and the nose is the prana. That inclina- 
tion is observed in the beings sometimes. For example, the 
Army is inclined; the tree is inclined; this fellow is inclined for 
virtues; this (man) is inclined for wealth, this (man) is inclined 
for pleasure; this (man) is inclined for learning. Or the activity 
of the external vital airs is observed in the case opposite to 
these. This is observed in the case of the beings also. The same 
becomes manifest here. For example , after knowing the one 
overpowered with great misery, separated from a near relative, 
accompanied with a herd of cattle, or the buffalo fallen in the 
pool . 6 (Apana) 


i 4ts4 *n^i =iidi^'i- 
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I «Wc|t 10MN ^^3TT^4^n- 

'inqMq uf^rd I TTqts^Tf^oq^ I cTSr^3^Tyr- 

^\T ^T VMM <7 I 

And the apana is called so because it goes down. The air inside 
the body which goes downward and pulls down the fluid, scretion or 
the ingredients of the body, semen virile, urine, excrement (which are 
constituents of the body) menstural fluid, and the embroy is called 
the apana. The external function of the apana is the function of going 
down or retreating in the beings just as this has gone down from the 
virtue or from the opposite of that. That is the object of apana. This 
is more powerful than the prana air. 

Why? 


It brings down the prana air which is at a higher place and it 
controlls it though seated below. It is manifested in these cases : One 
moving around the well or a hole or in the case of one crossing a 
centipede. 


(Samana) 

' 'INN WT: I 1 
^rFJT^ffrT: ^ ^ iiiWHdl I <RI*H 

dMJMfWlfH 3TBJT <jRl^l I 

ffif I Tsf^pj I ^ ^ S)I«IIMIh1 

*r^fcr i cRi«rr 

y,s=M4ii 3T*iW«t>iq w^i^fd I ' 

fwr y'dK^'i I 


The Samana is called so because it is located in the heart and 
stays in its association. The air which is located in the midst of prana, 
and apana is the samana air functioning inside the body. Whatever is 
associated in the being in collecting together with the other partner is 
the external function of the samana air just as I shall give in associa- 
tion with other; I shall sacrifice with others; I shall practise penance 
together with others, I shall stay with wife, sons, brothers and 
friends. This is the object of samana. This is more powerful than 
prana and apana. It controlls the prana and apana which are present 
above and below it respectively, itself remaining in the middle. It be- 
comes manifest in the following cases: the dog giving forth the essen- 
tial part (of the body) or the bull carrying load, or the restling noise 
of the sheep afflicted by heat. When the life of the beings comes to 
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an end, it moves irregularly up and down the prana and apana air 
(which are at that time) like the ununitcd horses and leaves (casts 


off) the body. 7 


(Udana) 


tiitJNi<ra F4 h +*”1 1 ^ <inft i 



^ I WilM ^ <RJ«IT RJST:, 

U^IKffH 9faF(, R ^T:, I <J<rfRR*JT ^Tf*Rnt R 

yMftSTRJI ^«IT »t ^ ft y l< ^ W I R 'tl 5 4J-4 1 ] u M R Tpi^RRtft 
^nJKH^tr^T I 3^RfWT tT^ | «(etddt: «lH^ ^ ifclT- 

RT<m^efaWT«t ^ ^HIHIit4^'MCd,3s4i)d)^lcl I 
*rdft vftik'M ^T'T^f^iFT ym*tRi ft^fai %Rrqfay^d: i 

The udana is called so because it goes upto, i.e., mounts the 
head and because it moves the soul upward. The air inside the body 
is called udana which mounts the head above the places of prana, 
apana and samana taking with it the fluid and scretion and returning 
from there after being obstructed and due to the particular contact 
(lit. attaining the particular place and organ) it becomes the cause 
for the manifestation of the word in the form of letter, word, sen- 
tence, verse and a book. Whatever is the notion of self-superiority in 
the being as ‘I am superior to the lower (persons)’, i am equal to my 
equals’, i am superior to those similars to me’ , ‘I am equal to the 
great man’, or ‘I am superior to superiors’ (is due to this). Or, it is the 
‘I notion’ with reference to the form or status like’ ‘I am so in this’ in 
case of an educated person. For example, beginning from the major 
particular difference to the minor particular difference is the exter- 
nal function of the udana as T belong to the non-virtuous’ or ‘I am a 
virtuous man’. This is the object of udana. It is more powerful than 
the earlier. 


How ? 


Because it takes upwards the prana, etc., present upward, 
downward or in the middle; it draws them upward only. It is 
manifested in the case of one sprinkled with cold water or the one 
seeing a man with a unsheated sword and ready for discharging it. 


(Vyana) 


«n^T ^ jpfoir xf stprI yiuii<Ni w 
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I ^nPr ^TTR <1W "qfcfgRTT *i<w^3 l l- 

^Rr *r<rf <rm ^trIwt 

I ®r^TTRT^T 4 I ? 3 ?^T f^ ^TF% d&?f)<£- 

<THT 3norr<THi Wtt f^fcT^fir I T^S'-^FT^ 3M*J?TFTfa3HTI%T ^TRtsf^T- 
I ^J^TT ^T crf% TT^ *Ts?^ 3^ <*fd<>c;<^<.t*>u5iWt£<- 

^ \( ?) fr^ Wt '^TH "$fil I TTcfift ^FWT: ^H^l4fa*W^fadl: T8 


The vyana is called so because it pervades the body, and be- 
cause of its being in the case of intimate association. The air inside 
the body which sustains the prana, etc., and which pervading the 
whole body right from the nail to the hair and causes the movement 
in vital parts and the group of the gross (earth) elements, fluid and 
scretion (in the body) is thevyana. Whatever is the state of absolute 
non-separation in the being, is the external object of vyana. For ex- 
ample, a chaste and virtuous wife follows her husband (after his) with 
an intention that she may get the same husband in other births also. 
Similarly, (the absolute non-separation) from virtue, etc., and their 
opposites. It is the most powerful of all. 


How? 


There is the equal position of the prana, etc., which when con- 
trolled by him pervade the whole body. At the time of death it is 
manifested as present in non-separable states in the living beings. For 
example, when the feet become cold in snow, the sound exists in 
ankle, shank, hips, belly, chest and throat. This is the external vyana. 
In this way are explained the five airs, prana, etc., indicated by their 
particular location and activities (location, activities or par- 
ticularities). The instigation of them is the common function of the 
organs . 8 


(Life or Eight Pranas) 


^1 3 TT^ 


cjfrU*d: ^TtFRTRT ch<umi I 

31iJctiiVii 'jftcH chW^lRchl II 

^TT rT cTPJ TSTtsftlcFT I 

TTFraf: II 
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3 T 3 T xT I 





fj^FT y<S&'l?q <sfg| il^x^Pd II (^To 3^) 

TP^ yrMM^Ji ^fqr^JWW UICKift II (< 51 o ^V 9 ) 


dfHId^ TjftRr I ^TT^T ^HI*-^||MH^m1<H<^!HI: TO ^T^: I TO 
*Ff: i *Mh 1 ^KTt I c ll i H^ r l I HH)M*?u)H ^Ofs^'T 



^T^T *Rf<T, 3f5d^^M<I^Hfc|HI^^Hrc|4)^H • 3^^' 



In other systems it is called effort. And, not desisting from its 
activities due to the manifestation of the past impressions of virtuous 
deeds, etc., it is callled life. It is said also : 

The internal function of the organs collectively is like a lamp, 
without the light (of their own ) 9 and is of the nature of the activities, 
the sustainer of the body and is the life. A human being keeps alive 
upto the time that (function) abounding in Rajas is not restrained 
and strikes the air, and continues due to the non-return (non-cessa- 
tion) of the virtue, etc. 

Here, through the force of the mention of the common ac- 
tivities of the senses the prana, etc., are the five airs. The senses of 
knowledge are the sixth (prana) the senses of the action the seventh, 
and the egoism, the eighth. The word pur refers to the knowledge at 
the state of egoism because it is stated: 

Since the knowledge as an act in the egoism completes the 
causes, it is called pur, which is the eighth knowledge of the enjoyer 
(i.e., experiencer conscious entity). 

The knowledge residing in the egoism is experienced by the 
conscious entity p-esent in the intellect only 10 since the author will 
speak as — 
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These mutually different modifications of the three con- 
stituents and resembling a lamp illumining the entire purpose of the 
conscious entity present it to the intellect (K. 36). And, because the 
intellect accomplishes the experience of the conscious entity in 
respect of all the (objects) (Ka 37.) 

Therefore, that (knowledge) only is the pur. The scripture also 
says so: the five (are) the airs, namely prana, apana, samSna, udana 
and vyana. Sixth is the mind seventh is the pur (knowledge in 
egoism), eighth is the speech. Through the mention of speech is the 
mention of the phase of organs of action. Through the mention of 
mind is the mention of the phase of organs of knowledge. This group 
of eight pranas which are related to the modification becomes (i.e., 
serves) as the eternal part as a place of support for the seer soul 
which has attained a body. 11 It is unbreakable, undivisible, uncom- 
bustible and undestructible. The external bodies which are non-eter- 
nal in nature and serve as the (water) and clay are non-eternal and 
grow. 


(Source of Action) 







rlTO 





f^T I cf5T 



ch4fh| WF&t ^ I 



3R H8JUT fydHJI 

dMiffi i 

o o 



Karika 29 


239 



U<«Kl4*W<<KT4 fyfjrfsfaacfl fafafeNWI: II 

<fci4«M<Jiqi««»»0 i(i<j>Picb! irffT: MHioywi II 

faW<Tr4 ^T: tf4fW*P>ft «jf?T: I 3fT?PTM4oft TOT I 
fafa ^gT i i i ^praw^g 

^WtTR|^fl ^RT: I *W<4l«(gdl TOT I ^ST I T4Hg<HI f4f4- 

f^3T I TPTtafrTTSfafaf^T ?f4 I 3rf> ^ 



4t ferafof*nt w trT 1 1 


5rtjTW:TTT'J||<;4l 4l'1' t <¥*l I 

How (or wherefrom) does this function of prana, etc., 
proceed? 

Reply: That (function) proceeds from the sources of the ac- 
tion. The Rajas fallen from the intellect is affected by passion or 
emotion; the five sources of activities are like the egg (which are) — 
determination, faith, desire for pleasure, desire for knowledge and 
the absence of desire for knowing. It is stated also: 

That which has fallen down from the intellect and has not at- 
tained the characteristic (state) of knowledge is the (mediate) oprea- 
tion and is the source of knowledge like the egg, for a cock. 

To them (sources of action) belong the characteristics and their 
objects, with essence, the quality and mutual connection. Out of 
them, the characteristics are as — not deviating from the resolution is 
the determination, faith is state of the seed of the notion that the 
acts prescribed in £ruti must be performed without aiming at their 
results; desire for pleasure is the expansion (enjoyent) of intellect 
caused by the desire for the fruit of the perceptible (means) and the 
means prescribed in the scriptures; desire for knowing is the lust to 
know the objects; absence of that desire for knowing is the cessation 
(or destruction) of it. When the being having^the inclination for vir- 
tuous or vile actions, having or not having the desire to know leaves 
the body, attains the source fit for that activity. Attaining that he 
promotes his interest in that only. This is the characteristic along 
with the essence. It is stated also: 

When one does not keep his promise in words, acts, determina- 
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tion, and afterwards becomes firm and determined in that; this is the 
definition of determination, absence of envy, celibracy, sacrifice for 
himself, sacrifice for others, austerity, charity, to accept charity and 
purity-are said to be the characteristics of faith. 

When the one desirous of happiness is engaged in learning, 
(religious) acts or austerities, he always makes an atonement, and al- 
ways remains with a desire for happiness . 12 The definition of desire 
is in the form that the duality, oneness, distinctness, eternal, sentient, 
non-sentient, subtle, the (theory of) pre-existence of effect should be 
known. 

The state of those engaged in meditation is always (in the form 
of) the absence of desire to know just like that of the one who has 
drunk the poison, is in the sleeping condition and is intoxicated, and 
it brings about the destruction of the effect and means (body). It is 
called the natural state (of the yogins ). 13 

These are its objects with the essence. The determination 
refers to all object. The faith is with reference to the stages of life. 
The desire of happiness is about the perceptible objects and those 
mentioned in the scripture. The desire to know is about the manifest 
objects. The absence of desire is about the non-manifest objects. 
The combination of constituents is like this. The Rajas and Tamas 
dominate in the case of determination. The faith abounds in Sattva 
and Rajas. The desire for pleasure abounds is Sattva and Tamas. The 
desire to know abounds in Rajas. The absence of desire to know 
abounds in Tamas. It is stated also: 

One who knows the definition, the objcet with essence and the 
combination of three constituents belonging to the five causes, him I 
consider the best of the strives (or an eminent striver). 


Thus are explained the prana, etc., and the source of action. 
(Control over the Vital airs) 

« <1 Tt v-l I fWT: I 

©FT I <T<T7##rIT5fe- 

I WTPm ^Pwf3 T J D i I sTRI^'I'WI'S- 
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^1 ^tS^T MdUiWcHrcIM^mRT: TEWRRt fafcpnfWTt 

3T^lt iliui^ra flBJ^qRf «JSI: yfrrom I 
fafo<jTlfa<3 R a>cjq t %cWq<i 4VIMM^>fd II 

WRt^^Tt ^ | 

MRycwPuryyww tr^ii 

ff?r omu^imi oyw^nwi chiuiMi n ^ n 

After understanding these two one should follow the right 
path . 14 The internal operation of the vital airs being unconditioned 
cannot be terminated through the termination of attainment of the 
states of the Rajas, Tamas and the means of virtue, etc. Since the ex- 
ternal function is related to virtue etc., it should be employed. If it is 
asked how, (the reply is)-The (act of) going down of the prana, 
should be restricted to (i.e., exclusively concentrated upon) the 
objcets like virtue, etc. From this follows the increase in Sattva and 
with the increase in Sattva there follows gradually an understanding 
of the form of the intellect. The act of going upward pertaining to 
apana should be exclusively concentrated upon the objects like vir- 
tue, etc. In this way there is the complete decrease of the Tamas 
which is situated in the form of the object of discriminative 
knowledge, and then follows gradually the understanding of the form 
of the intellect. In this way, one should make the association of the 
objects of samana and vyaha leading to the Sattva constituent. Be- 
cuase the scripture states: “One should always take delight in and be 
associated with Sattva.” The object of Udana is the uplifiment of the 
soul. After completely giving up the last form of the phase 
of ignorance one should completely resort to the oppsite of that. 
One should cherish the invariable concomitance which forms the ob- 
ject of the vyana in the object of knowledge only. One should reduce 
the potency (dharmata) of the four causes to the causal potency of 
virtue. One should cherish the absence of the desire to know with 
reference to causes leading to the undesired results. One who takes 
delight in virtue, etc., and is deviod of the opposites of them, taking 
pleasure in Sattva, is deviod of egoism, is devoted to knowledge, has 
purified the causes, attains supreme Brahman quickly. It is stated 
also: 

The wise man after firmly establishing the absence of the 
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operation of the pranas with reference to the externa! objects and es- 
tablishing them in the right path, and deviod of injurious dirt, attains 
the immortal and eternal place. 

After establishing the five causes in the cuasal potency of vir- 
tue, etc., and advanced in that should not deviate from it absolutely 
(even from bottom). 

Thus is explained the individual and the collective activity of 
the organs. 
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1. The Samkhyas proceed from intellect to the gross elements in 
discussing the categories. Thus, the place of internal organs 
precedes the external organs. 

2. The mahatmya body perhaps refers to the notion of T. 

3. The manuscript read anyatvasya. Pandey suggests ananyatvasya. 
We have followed his suggestion. 

4. The sense is that prana, etc. , spoken as the objects of the inter- 
nal organs are of the nature of air which is an element while the 
activity should be of the nature of action. Prana, etc., therefore, 
cannot be spoken as the activity of some other object. The read- 
ing dharmantaram by Ch. and Pandey both should be dhar- 
myantarah. 

5. If the air is supposed to blow of its own, its activity would never 
come to an end and as a result a bird in the sky could always fly 
due to the activity in air and it would not be required to act for 
the circulation of the air to fly. Consequently, if the activity is 
always in the air, a bird could never fall on the ground. 

6. This is the air going outside the body in much quantity. 

7. It keeps the balance of the other airs in the body and controls 
their movements. 

8. Perhaps it refers to the Nyaya-Vai£esika. The function is at- 
tributed to the soul in those systems. 

9. They serve as the substratum of light and manifest it. The light 
stands for consciousness. 

10. It is because the conscious entity does not have direct contact 
with the egoism. The function of egoism is also experienced 
through the intellect it self. 

11. The soul accompanied with these eight can be termed jiva. 

12. Such a man always keeps repenting, and neither does he enjoy 
fully nor does he acts satisfactorily. 

13. It is the state of meditation in which the basic aim is not the 
knowledge. 

14. It suggests that only the Samkhya way of liberation is the right 
path. 
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(Opponent’s view of simultaneous function of the organs) 

fjMftT:? f<T: W*T ?RT % 3W«?T ^ I ^<W#W10|i #T- 

I ^T I tFTVR^i <RI*n ^ I W*f- 

^Wr^tfiT? 


Opponent : Is the operation of the four organs with reference to a 
single object, like form, etc., simultaneous or gradual . 1 If it is 
asked (why) does the doubt arise, (the answer is) because it is 
observed in both the ways. The function of the objects with a 
single object is observed to be simultaneous also just as that of 
the eyes or the mind with reference to the disc of the moon ; 2 
and gradual also just as that of the honey, water and milk with 
reference to a pot. The four organs have a single object. There- 
fore, there arises a doubt in us as to whether the function 
belongs to the organs working simultaneously as the function of 
the eyes and the minds, or whether it takes place gradually as 
that of the honey, etc. 

3^- I fcRTC ^ 
i 


Proponent : Tell as you experience it. 


only. 


What do you think proper in this case? 

If you rightly teach, what is the obstinacy? We will accept that 
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I H mi TTfcT ^ ^fxT: 

^ri^fcr i ^nt i^wrndiR'i i ^ f? «Jldi<ldi*H: 

d><u|W ^ aT^S^ ^ftT: <rff sFT: | 

I dWKjdM^d «n#S^ -agK^ftfd I 
Opponent’s Reply : If it is so, the following is our theory here : 


The function of the four is simultaneous only. The word tu 
means restriction. The sense is ‘it is simultaneous only’. Intellect 
egoism and the mind, as also the sense organs are located at the 
same place. It cannot be stated that even though the power (in the 
organ) and their contact with the object is present, yet the function of 
some takes place while that of the other does not. Moreover, the sue - 
cessive order is not observed in case of the thunder of the cloud , etc. If 
there would be the successive function of the ear, etc., and the inter- 
nal organ with reference to the external object, that successive order 
would be observed in case of the abstruct knowledge of thunder of 
the cloud and also at the sight of a black snake. It is, however, not ob- 
served. Therefore, the function of the four with reference to the ex- 
ternal object is simultaneous only. 

(Simultaneous functions of the organs refuted) 

smjvum hw fnRyi i 




r<*&d<WI<L I <m*TT 
■TOFref I I <TFTR[ 


■,3R^r-^pr- 


ddldld fsfWJ., ^ I ^EfWT 

<T*L I *TT ^ fa3;MHW|V<l»HWISI V&fil I W«TT ^ c[«JJ|U|4ft«ll- 

c 3tf> 




rr<^iM)PsW sfpt ^f?r ; n 


I 
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^TSRltTaj^R cbic'll-tA I 

'JiM II 

•ifoRcm ^T~ W^* *H 1 f% ^IWl ? 


5(<4t« tKvfSoil ^frT: II 3° II 

^pttcL «t=nf^«4wn^ siR'4k , hno^ihmh«^iim i dwic^4 ?ildi<)HiH*f- 

^wrndi<M^^^^d<«iV'H«<i| i d^Pmidi- 

pPRt53nfr I <HT Tf$& itowfHdir^ *Hlidfl^ ^'IM^K- 

*TFT< ~ ~ ' 


Reply : As regards the statement that the function of the ear, etc., 
and the internal organ is at a time (simultaneous), we reply that 
it is wrong. 

What is the reason here? 

Because according to us : 


AND, OF THAT (GROUP OF THOSE FOUR) SUCCESSIVE 
(FUNCTIONING) ONLY IS MENTIONED. 

Through the expression ‘of that* all the four are related here. 
The term ca (and) is in the sense of restriction . 3 It is successive only. 
The falling of the function of the external organ and the internal 
organ into a single object is gradual only. 

As regards the statement that there is no propriety of the ab- 
sence of the function of those having the same location, in the 
presence of the power and the contact (of the senses with the ob- 
ject), we reply : it may be like the eyes, etc. Just as even though there 
is the (possibility) of the capacity and the contact with the object in 
the case of the eye and the skin even when the eye and the skin are 
located at the same place the touch only of dust, shade and heat or 
sunshine is apprehended, not the form. Similar may be the case here 
also. Therefore, 
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IN THE CASE OF THE PERCEPTIBLE, SIMILARLY IN THE 
CASE OF THE IMPERCEPTIBLE (OBJECTS) 

The function of the four is successive only. Here, through the 
mention of the word imperceptible is denoted, the knowledge of the 
objects of past and future time and those obstructed (and hence im- 
perceptible). The knowledge of the past is of two kinds : That of the 
object directly perceived and of the object which is not directly per- 
ceived. Here also that the object of which is not perceived at that 
time is described to be the recognition, and that the object of which 
is not directly perceived is desired to be remembrance . 4 That takes 
place through either of the probandum, scripture or suddenly. It is 

stated by the powerful varsagana vTra also The knowledge of 

the objects of future and obstructed ones arises through probans and 
the scripture. It is stated also : 

Knowledge arising through the sense — object contact is called 
the perceptive knowledge. And when the same object is recollected 
through past impression when it had become invisible, it becomes 
remembrance. The same knowledge which depends upon past im- 
pression when after some time comes under the purview of the sen- 
ses is said to be recognition. There is no doubt, the successive order 
in case of the perceptible object. 

As regards the statement that on account of the absence of ob- 
servation of succession, there is the simultaneous function of the four 
with reference to perceptive knowledge of the objects like the 
thunder of the cloud and the sight of the black snake, we reply that 
this is also wrong. 

What is the reason here? 

Because 

THE FUNCTION OF THE THREE FOLLOWS THAT (FUNCTION 
OF THE RESPECTIVE EXTERNAL ORGANS). 

The intellect, egoism and mind do not have the capacity of cog- 
nising the external objects directly because of (otherwise) un- 
desirable contingency or the impropriety of impossibility of their 
being the internal organs, of the uselessness of ear, etc., and of the 
contradiction with their (relation) of the gates and the gatekeeper. 
Therefore, there is first the contact of the ear etc., with the object. 
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The same case must be accepted in case of the thunder of the cloud, 
etc. Afterwards, is the function of the internal organ also because it 
follows the function of that (external organ); thus there is the succes- 
sion in this case also. In that case, it is wrong to say that since the suc- 
cession is not found in case of the thunder of the cloud, etc., the 
function of the four is simultaneous. 


(Another interpretation of the Karika) 

i 3pn3>n g i arjtidldKMfM 


TTT^TT: 



II \o II 


By others, however, the connection of the words (in the present 
Karika) is shown (or mentioned) in a different way. It is like this. Of 
the four, etc., means of the internal organs, viz., mind, egoism and in- 
tellect with the one external organ as the ear or the eye. The simul- 
taneous function of this (group of four) in case of the perceptible i.e. 
the present time is ^suggested by the earlier authorities by the 
(present) authority (I&arakrsna) however, successive (function is 
suggested)„In the case of imperceptible, i.e. the objects of past also it 
is successive only because the function of the three internal organs 
follows that of the external organ. Whatever kind of experience is 
there the impression is of that nature. As the impression, so is the 
remembrance. In this way, the function (of the internal organs) 
follows that of the external organ. 


KARIKA 30 

1. The four organs meant here are the three internal organs, mind, 
egoism and intellect and the one respective external organ in- 
volved in perception. 

2. When moon is seen, its knowledge arises as soon as it is ob- 
served. The function of the eye and the internal organs seems to 
be simultaneous. 

3. It is still a matter of deep consideration whether I^vatakrsna 
takes it in the sense of grouping together or restriction. 

4. This is the distinction between the remembrance and recogni- 
tion. The common factor in both the cases is the knowledge of 
the object cognised earlier. But, in case of recognition, the ob- 
ject is present at the time of recognition while the object is not 
present at the time of remembrance. 

5. Some portion of the text is missing here. 


KARIKA 31 


(Each sense performs its individual function) 





? 


Opponent : Dose the function of these organs take place with the 
restriction to their own objects (or otherwise) blending 
together? 


Proponent : Of course, earlier only after stating that the function of 
the five is the primary abstruct apprehension in respect of the 
form, etc, (K. 28), it is finally taught by the ‘authority’ that is the 
uncommon’, etc., (K. 29). Inspite of this much you are enter- 
taining doubt. 


I I 

fW»l, ^ WRT# iJtWM I t! W ! 8f: FTTc[ I 3rfST 

^ I TO: I HPd^RlRd I 


Opponent: Yor are asking why does the doubt airse, we reply, it is 
true. But still the doubt airses. 


why? 

Because the eagerness in an organ is observed when the respective 
object is cognised by the other organ. The eagerness and activity in the 
other organ, viz., tongue is observed when the form of the mango or a 
pomegranate fruit is perceived by the eye. 1 If the senses would have 
been restricted to their respective objects, there would not have been 
the cognition of its own object as dependent upon the help of the 
other organ because the object of that organ is already cognised by 
that respective organ.” And that is there. Therefore, the doubt is 
valid. What is your resolution here? 
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(No blending together of function of senses) 

fct ret ufaMSRt effort i 

7m cRTJTR ^RUMftKI ?RT«TT «ft3RZT WIH WJWl 
5rHlR I fll*}q JlfcN?!^ — wfa*l i lf'3l t {$Rn5 c MH'tl 'JTFRT- 

^1^ I 3n^cmfwqt5f^yP%|fici|4: 1 H<WGpp MRWtHWI:, ^4 TOTO- 
^dVi+1 1 wri^ci wm' i 

frt^wPT ^[ 4 t ^fw 

W-T I y.qfHfltafH I 

Proponent : Here also there is no blending together of the organs in 
cognising their repective objects. On the contrary 


EACH OF THE ORGANS PERFORMS ITS RESPECTIVE FUNC- 
TION CAUSED BY MUTUAL INTENTION. THE PURPOSE OF 
THE PURUSA IS THE CAUSE (IMPELLOR) AND THE ORGAN 
IS NOT IMPELLED TO ACT BY ANYTHING ELSE. 

The organs resort to (or perform) that function which is said 
with reference to that particular organ, just as the cognition of word 
by ears and the cognition of form by the eye and so no. They attain 
that only the sense is that they take resoures to that only with the in- 
tention of cognising the own object. The compound ‘mutual 
intention’ means the intention of each other. Intention means im- 
pulse or purpose. The compound ‘caused by the mutual intention’ 
means ‘the cause of the resort to which is the mutual intention.’ Since 
the mutual intention is the cause, it attains the same word just as the 
expression as ‘curd in association with the zink is the fever’. This is 
what is to be stated. When the form of a mango or a pomegranate 
fruit is observed by the eye, then after understanding the function of 
the eye which has come into contact with the object, the tongue gets 
deviated from its natural state and becomes endowed with an inten- 
tion to take or seize its object. After understanding the function of 
the tongue the feet start walking and the hands start grasping. It hap- 
pens so until the object is not brought under the capacity (or reach) 
of the tongue. TY*en, the tongue proceeds to its object . 3 Similar 
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should be said about the other organs. 

(Senses do not have understanding) 


3TTf. ..... 4 ...... 

<rff 1 I fa ^ I %f^f^TT^T- 

aifWtHcKW I 

'TOqrnpjfa^^ftfa i 


Opponent : If it is so (i.e. if the function of one organ is supposed to 
be understood by the other), there arises the undesirable con- 
tingency of admitting that the organs are endowed with (the 
power of) understanding in respect of understanding the func- 
tion of the other organ. If the function of one organ is under- 
stood by other, it becomes, by implication, endowed with the 
understanding. If the sense is devoid of understanding, its un- 
derstanding of mutual intention should not be mentioned. 
Moreover, there arises (in this case) the undesirable contingen- 
cy of admitting the relation of a gate and gate-keeper. If one 
sense would aspire for its object after understanding the func- 
tion of the other it would be the gate-keeper (principal) and 
the rest the gates (subordinate). Therefore, the understanding 
of mutual intention is incompatible in case of the senses. 


I I ft <rff 

^ 

jrfcTWSt I cR | % 

^TRT^ I I W 

I &lRaK'Hiq:Mc^Tt>: I 


Proponent : No, because it is metaphorical. It is already stated by us 
in the beginning that the senses are devoid of understanding. 
On the contrary, after touching (i.e. coming into contact with) 
its respective object which is in contact with the other sense, 
the same naturally becomes desirous of its own object, because 
the deviation from its natural state is observed in the vicinity of 
that. This is stated so after ascribing metaphorically the under- 
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standing to that and, hence, this is no fault. Moreover, because 
its expression is like the expression of understanding in the 
elemental components (of the body) just as with the tranquility 
or happiness of the intellect, there becomes the tranquility in 
the elemental components (of the body), like face and the eye 
and they are not possessed of understanding.4 Similar may be 
the case here. And they are not possessed of understanding. By 
this only, the (argument based upon) the relation of the gate- 
keeper and the gate is refuted. 


(Another interpretation of mutual intention) 


PR: I TRFcP: RP fM: ! P 

HfdfdWT I 

faPR RRt SRRcRfWRriT^I TPPfapR JnjfaJR Wtf<T l” FfT 


Or, it may be due to the capability of controlling in Mind . Or, the 
compound ‘mutual intention’ means the intention about (i.e. related 
to) each other, just as the compound ‘water-man’ means the ‘man re- 
lated to water’. Intention means desire, resolution, i.e. the mind. The 
compound ‘caused by mutual intention’ means that function whose 
cause is that (mind). This is what is to be stated : When some senses 
starts its function with reference to its object, then after cognising the 
whole object through that the mind desiring for the other object re- 
lated to the former object stands in need of the function of the other 
sense. Controlled by the Manas having the desire the organ gets dis- 
trubed. It is stated so in the other system also : “Whose object the 
mind ponders over with the purpose of accomplishing in that very 
sense arises eagerness and activity.” Thus is explained that each 
sense takes recourse to its respective function caused by mutual in- 
tention. 


(Mind does not physically operate the senses) 

Opponent : Does the mind operate the sense towards the object 
through its own function as Chaitra does something with the 
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axe etc? 

cl | crff fa y M *r\ c h <rH I •jTpff H^RT: TIFTTrf c^PT 

qqfwi qfqqrRt i cbf-iict? H4l'i?ichrMRj^ : i q f? qm 

H<* e llftHq) 4 UHfTF: ffRTF qqq |f'SqH A fl 'DdfrR: I rl WK^- 
rpf*Tn^PRT HH: fU c bfqfq I Tq ?frT ^ot-qi'Hfl*!., ^tfqfqTqTTq- 
fsRT^ I rl'WK^rPJfB qq: qqf- 

^FffcrfrT I I'd^llij.rFH ? =hWlrl ? 3Tf^^ I ?f^i|1^5fq f? crf% 
rift Swlr^n 3| k*-l *[ff ^ = 1 1 W fqfq%q JT^frrnrfrrf^T, f% *-M <-l I qfPF- 
frq^^tfrT? qRTq., oh^ll'rUI^M^: I 3 qf fl qqfq 

=h<«IM^I eFTtfcT I q ^ JTTO: =h<v|lkHH kllHIfmiqq. I 'TTpH^fW 
^q, ^irsRWtsH^TTrl. I cRfq f? ^Hc4|NkC|^ qqcfft q rsRT: I f^vcf 
q^qfclW«l I qpPT f? *H i fi'Jl e hl'THlQqT q°[frf: q cU-q 

q^Tf^fq qqqqrcq i arffcr 3 qq;?qsqfrfH|qq itwfqqTft- 
fferf^iifq 5 T^frT: i qqq^f^sqiqnqq qq-. qqrqR. 1 q 3 o*k 4 > qsq 
^mqf ^uiM|tic(fq?Tfq ^qqj«f qq tr^-f %q fqcqiqf^ qqqrfqfq 
i) 3* 11 

No, on the contrary, after coming in contact with the mind 
which is possessed of the desire for its object the sense by itself goes 
to its respective object. 

Why? 

Because the power of employing (others to activity) is not proved 
(in case of mind). The power of employing the senses (to activity) is 
not proved in case of the mind as the power of employing the axe, 
etc., is proved in the case of Caitra, etc. Therefore, it is wrong that 
mind is the impellor of the senses. If it is argued that it is the Rajas , 5 
it may be like this. There is the power of employing (or impelling) the 
senses to activity is in Rajas . 6 Therefore it is wrong to say that on ac- 
count of the non-establishment of the power of employing, the mind 
is not the impellor of the senses. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is common. The Rajas exists in the other senses as 
well and, hence, its activity is not obstructed in case of Rajas forming 
the senses itself and serving as the cause of the activity. What is, then, 
the use of postulation of (impelling by) mind. 

Moreover, there is no possibility of some other organ. Caitra 
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employs the axe, etc., through some other organ. There is, however, 
no organ of the mind and hence, there is this dissimilarity (in the ex- 
ample). If it is argued that it may be (motivated) like the hands, etc., 
we reply, no, because it (hand) also requires function of Caitra. That 
(hand) also while functioning requires the function of Caitra, and 
does not function by itself. Moreover, because the act (of the sense) 
is observed without that (mind). In the case of one requiring the 
activity of the other impellor for its activity, the activity is never ob- 
served independently. The activity of the senses (independently) is 
there in case of the thundering of the cloud, etc. Therefore, mind is 
not the impellor of the senses. When there is no impellor, it is proved 
that the cause is the purpose of the purusa (and) the organ is not 
activated by anything else, as is the case with (the activity of) the 
orginal constituents 6 


KARIKA 31 

1. It suggests that the eye and the tongue act upon the same 
object. 

2. The object is the same but there is no blending together of the 
activities of the organs. Each of them has a separate function. 

3. The organ the activity of which precedes would be like a gate 
and the other organ which is said to understand the activity 
would function like a gate-keeper (principal). But such a rela- 
tion is admitted in case of external and internal organs only and 
not amongst the external organs mutually. 

4. The expression of face, etc., are changed in happiness, misery, 
etc., even though happiness, etc., are located in Intellect. The 
face, etc., being material in nature, cannot understand misery or 
happiness of the intellect to reflect them through expression. 
Similarly, the organs though insentient, may act in accordance 
with the impression in the other organ. 

5. Since rajas is active and motivating and the mind has it as one of 
its constituents, the mind may be considered as an impeller or 
motivating force. 

6. It suggests that the constituents automatically act and purpose 
of the conscious entity is served with the activities of the con- 
stituents. 


KARIKA 32 


(Number of organs is thirteen) 

fcNfrT:] I ^FTT: I ^TfaVp# dlP*3F1: I 

4K*lfa*lPlfil Hd^Prl: I 4cM°^cRl I 

Opponent : On account of the difference of opinion amongst the 
authorities regarding the organs, its decision should be made. 
There is the controversy amongst the authorities about the or- 
gans. According to the followers of Varsaganya they are of 
eleven kinds; according to the followers of the Tantra , 1 Pancad- 
hikarana etc., they are of ten kinds; according to Pata"fijali they 
are of twelve kinds. Therefore, it should be stated as to how 
many kinds of the organs are intended by you. 

3 ^- 


d^l^uiyuuiychivich^i 


THE ORGANS ARE OF THIRTEEN KIND AND PERFORM THE 
ACT OF SEIZING, RETAINING AND ILLUMINATING 

The five organs of action, five organs of sense, mind, egoism 
and the intellect-all these form the organs for conscious entity. 

Why? 

Because if they are not useful to conscious entity's purpose, 
there would arise the undesirable contingency of impossibility of 
their being distinct category. If it is accepted as hold the followers of 
Varsaganya-the intellect which is the only internal organ is not cog- 


258 


Yuktidfpika 


nisible in the form of the effect and cause or in the form of the 
specific or the non-specific, it may be such a distinct category (if 
any). That (kind of distinct entity) would not exist because it will not 
serve any purpose. 

rftfcT I cbWIcf ? I 

Opponent : It is true, inspite of being the form of merely the unequi- 
llibrium of the constituents also it would be a distinct category. 
How? 


Since the unequillibrium bears the other name than the equi- 
llibrium. 


<M^TTci ^ 

3T^5Tnit^T 

^T, 

PkH efWl' I 
Proponent : This is also wrong. 
How? 





3 fWI!- 
3WTRTCMcT 

cFRTtT- 

i 


Because it would lead to the undesirable contingency with 
regard to the (number) of categories. If this is postulated so, the in- 
termediate state between the cosmic matter and the intellect as also 
the other elements, which is not possessed of activity since it is of the 
nature of activity itself, will bear some other name and, thus, there 
would arise the undesirable contingency of the infinite regress 
regarding the distinct categories. If it is admitted so, there would be 
the contradiction with the time of activity in the intellect as well as 
the other categories. Therefore, either there would be the impos- 
sibility of distinct category or the infinite regress with reference to 
the categories. It should be accepted as a midway alternative that or- 
garns are of thirteen kinds. In that case the view established by us 
only seems to be faultless. Therefore, it is justified that the organs are 
of thirteen kinds. 


(Activity of the organs) 

3TH?, I dc c t)< u i(Hfil I 


Opponent : The mention of organ implies its relation between the 
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activity and the agent. 


How? 


Because due to that (relation) it is an organ. There, it should be 
stated as to what is the activity here; and what is the object ac 
complished from the standpoint of which there is the instrumentality 
in the case of intellect etc. 


T ft 


3^ - 7 ^ <£T - 



As to the statement what is that act, we say - here, that (organ) 
is intended to be the accomplisher of that (act) but not like a stick 
etc . 2 On the contrary, they accomplish the function of seizing, retain- 
ing and illuminating. Out of these, the organs of actions perform the 
act of seizing, because they are capable of procuring the objects. The 
organs of sense perform the act of retaining because after coming in 
contact with the object the function of ear, etc., attain the form of 
that. The internal organs perform the act of illuminating because of 
their capability of determining. 

(Another mode of assigning seizing, retaining and illuminating) 
3nt 3n?-3Tifw +torui i «rrroi i m+ivh 



The other explain as - the organs of action perform the act of 
seizing, the mind and the egoism perform the act of retaining and the 
organs of sense and the intellect perform the act of illuminating. 
With this intention is stated the instrumentality of the organs. 


(Objects of the organs) 




i STTfrnf srnf t*ii *?ii 

n 

As regards the statement as to what is the object accomplished, 
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we say that : 

AND THE OBJECTS ACCOMPLISHED ARE OF TEN KINDS. 

The ten kinds consist of five specific and five non-specific ob- 
jects . 3 Therefore, these also are called the accomplished objects : to 
be seized, retained and illumined. 

They are to be seized, retained and illumined. They are, there- 
fore, called the accomplished objects, and not because they are 
produced (by the senses ). 4 


KARIKA 32 


1. Tantra may refer either to the philosophical school of Samkhya 

or the Sastitantra, a work of some unknown author. 

• • * 

2. They are not the means of producing something like a stick but 
the action performed by them is of a different kind. 

3. The specific and non-specific objects signify the gross elements 
and the subtle elements respectively. 

4. The karana may be used to produce something or to operate on 
somthing already accomplished. The function of the organs is of 
the latter type. 


KARIKA 33 


(Internal organs) 

+d<r<rd ? 


Opponent : In this group of thirteen organs what are these thirteen 
organs? 


■^rsfwnci ^if<MrdMfTU^rd_ . ^rwwdH, 

fafa^fHRi i <1? «j^«ft°FFWFraT *r 

^Hi^Nlftrd ? 3^%-^T, 5I«Pra'Ts!TRrd*M^iMq^ : I ft ^TRt?F- 

*RI*R*T tffaril ^TlfST I dWI^I^ci T^ui^ | W ^RTR +[M3WHM^ 
?ft i ?i 1 d^H^<uMH«'ii<^rHrd %<[ m m 

^<T |ft I U.d<iMHs<H I ? *FW: , J«FTfWnc[ I 3fif 

d^P^WTT WHUstlldH, 3Rlftf^lfWjft(ft 

i 

(These include) intellect, egoism and the mind. Therefore, 


THE INTERNAL ORGANS ARE OF THREE KINDS. 


How? 

Because they do not come in contact with the object (directly). 
And, because they observe the object through the channel of ear, 
etc . 1 

If it is argued since the mention is without some specification it 
becomes wrong to understand intellect etc., (here)? It may be like this. 
It is stated by the authority without some specification that the inter- 
nal organs are three. Then, how is it known that here the mention of 
intellect, egoism and mind is intended and not of others? No, 
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because there is no possibility of the reason for transgressing the num- 
ber stated first. There is no ground for correct understanding in case 
of the one who transgresses the number of intellect, etc., and there- 
fore, it is the mention of them only as is the case with the idea that he 
kills the cataka bird for the spring season. 

If it is argued that it is wrong because it involves the un- 
desirable contingency of applying the nature of internal organ to the 
ear? It may be like this. After stating intellect and egoism, the author 
has stated that the organs of knowledge are those called ear, skin, 
eye, tongue and nose (KIT. 26). Therefore, it involves the undesirable 
contingency that the ear is an internal organ. 2 

This is also wrong. 

How? 

Because the mind is stated separately. From this viewpoint the 
nature of the internal organ in the mind is distinctly stated by the 
authority that is said to be the sense of both kinds (external and in- 
ternal); the internal organ has the object of three periods of time as 
their object etc. Therefore, it is right (to say) that the internal organs 
are of three kinds — intellect and the other 

(External organs) 





THE EXTERNAL (ARE) OF TEN KINDS 


The Five organs of knowledge and the five organs of action 
(together) are said to be ten kinds of external (organs). 





3 m, wn 




Opponent : There is no use of stating that the external are of ten 
kinds because it is known through remainder. When it is stated 
that the internal organs are of three kinds, it becomes known 
through remainder that the external are of ten kinds. There- 
fore, the mention of that is useless. 

fowntaia i 0^ faciei i 
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Proponent : No , because it is for the (statement) of the object. There- 
fore, said to be the objects of the three ; ‘this I shall state’ thus 
the authority starts. If the (mention) is not made, it is not 
known as to what is said to be the object of the three. 

Opponent : This is also accomplished through the mention of the 
word object, and the mention of the term external serves no 
purpose. 


1 I 3T«rcr ^ <rff ftwfy I 

=RTwfa ftwsq w fipl in 

I 3T«raT I I 

^ HKdlr*!*;)'!: I 


Proponent : It should necessarily be stated for the understanding of 
their being of the nature of object. Then, understanding it as 
the remainder or stating it as it is done involves no difference. 
Or, it is not stated for the understanding of the designation of 
external with reference to it. On the contrary, it is for restric- 
tion (or specification). 


How? 

So that the ten kinds of external (organs) which have become 
knowledge (modified into the form) of object like word may be 
called the object of these and so that the internal (vital airs) in the 
form of vital air etc., should not be so. Or, (the statement should be 
understood as) the external are of ten kinds only. The sense is that 
external are the object causing differentiation (to be differently cog- 
nies). There is, however, nodifferentiation in the vital air, etc. Thus 
there is no fault. 


(External organs are objects of internal organs) 
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THAT IS SAID TO BE THE OBJECT OF THE THREE 

The functions of the organs of sense and the organs of action 
which have taken (the form of) the object and becoming the cause of 
apprehension or assuming the form of the object through their con- 
tact (with the object and the internal organs) get the (name ‘object’ 
of the internal organs ). 5 Similarly, the mind and the egoism also (be- 
come the object) of intellect. However, intellect which does not re- 
quire any other organ on account of its being of the form of 
determination submits to the conscious entity all the objects superim- 
posed on it in the form of determination towards activity. 

They attain the object because their function attains the form 
of the objects in the contact of the object, and with the cessation of 
that (contact) their attaining the form of that also comes to an end. 

(The external organs act at present only while 
the internal at the three points of time) 

flimdchH qigjqJ 

faehMMIVWK II 33 II 

THE EXTERNAL ORGANS ACT AT PRESENT TIME ONLY . 6 


Due to having the knowledge in the form of memory which is 
caused by the impression of form brought about by the contact of the 
function of the senses which has brought (or attained the form of the 
object): — 


THE INTERNAL ORGANS (ACT) AT ALL THE THREE POINTS 
OF TIME. 


KARIKA 33 

1. This i r the reason as to why they are called internal. 

2. If the three are understood to be the first three in the order of 
enumeration, ear may be wrongly understood as the internal 
organ because the author discusses the intellect in the 23rd 
karika, egoism in the 24th and 25th and proceeds to enumerates 
the sense-organs in the 26th karika as ear, skin, eye, tongue and 
nose. If the first three of all these are understood as internal or- 
gans, the enumeration would cover intellect, egoism and the 
ear. Thus, ear would undesirably fall under the internal organs. 

3. I.e., the restriction to the external organs excludes the vital airs, 
as it is discussed further. 

4. The external organs are differently cognised, while the vital airs 
are not cognised so. 

5. Here, it should be observed that the statement refers primarily 
to the sense-organs and secondarily to the organs of action 
which help the sense-organs in bringing the object within their 
reach. 

6. It is because they act only after coming in contact with the 
object. 


KARIKA 34 

(Objects of organs of sense) 


4)rh <t»l4 ^ cT^T fa ^1 M d SJ- 


Opponent : It is stated in general earlier that the function of the ear, 
etc., with reference to the sound, etc., is the mere apprehen- 
sion 1 In that context should it be understood as it is, or as the 
object of the senses is the particular object only? And, it is also 
stated that the object (operated) is also of ten kinds : specific 
as well as non-specific. Then which object is cognised by which 
organ? 

3 ^- 




w aft*! <0 Pi 3 tPt 


^ W<lj^lTOPl l 3)WT5tai I 

cih^i I 


Proponent : OF THESE, FIVE ARE THE SENSORY ORGANS ; 
THESE HAVE THE SPECIFIC AND NON-SPECIFIC 
THINGS AS THEIR OBJECTS. 


Out of those organs mentioned above the five sensory organs 
have specific as well as non-specific things as their objects, due to the 
differentiation of the cogniser . 2 The senses of the gods are pure due 
to the dominance of Sattva in them (and as such) cognise the non- 
specific also even earlier to cognising the specific, and the senses of 
the yogins having cognised specific objects cognise non-specific too. 
The senses of the beings like us cognise specific objects only since 
they are covered (or dominated) by Tamas. 
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(Objects of organs of action) 


m, 



*raf<T? 


Opponent : Is there the difference of operation due to the difference 
of the cogniser in the case of the organs of action also. 







Proponent : No, on the contrary, of all : 

SPEECH HAS SOUND AS ITS OBJECT 

The attainment of the modification by the sound in the form of 
letters, word, sentence, verse and book in the parts of body striking 
the air, like palate, etc., is the function of the organs of speech, com- 
mon to all. 

ehiffcqifa ? 

How are the rest of the organs of action? 


Trertnifa wfowfar n 3* 11 



KWfl- 


WT^I^TWIT I 

Proponent : THE REST ALSO HAVE THE FIVE OBJECTS AS 
THEIR OBJECTS. 

The hand, feet, anus and the generative organ affect the form 
which is the combination of word, touch, taste, form and handling, 
walking, excretion and gratification. 

(The acts of organs of action are not restricted) 


Opponent : If the rule that their objects are commonly five objects 
only is admitted, there will arise the undesirable contingency of 
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the impossibility of the act of handling etc., in the organs in- 
dividually. 





Proponent : No, because it is for the purpose of negating such a rule. 
The restriction to the own object may not be understood in the 
case of the organs of action, as it is found in the case of the or- 
gans of sense-hence, the present discussion commences to 
negate the restriction. For that purpose only the authority has 
uttered the word ‘also’. It also indicates possibility, viz., it has 
these five objects meaning that it has four or three (also) like 
the previous one. 


(The objects in operation are not non-existent or unreal) 
3Tft313ftft33**ft <J333ft33lftT fft ? 

Opponent : How is it known tha* ✓ senses have the specific and 
non-specific object, and they are not having non-existent ob- 
jects as their objects? 



333T«rft I 


3R33W1 HfasIftH 
H3<jN+lftr3*H3'a<3«T3T3ft I I 3>33ft ? fa+ijMft'l'ft: I 3^3- 

I 331 3lf33 ftftft *J3ft3 3<3«j 33^«&33<I. I 3c3$JT3T3 
33ft I 3 3>3<33 ft+33: I 333KHft ^HHlftHdfaft I ft 3F3ft I f333ft3ft33- 
3i3ft i ^diMy^fWdWi£4 i 

331 ft 3^pf333lft| ft 3?3ft,3)ftft 33 3?3ft, 3ftlf33T31- 

33^ I 33ft ^ftftftftftTHT ftTp31733T333ftf SSTRftftft 3^3 333"! fftftftjf 

<5KM. I 3*11 313T3ftT I fqftsMMl 31333H1 T J3: 3F3R 3)1+1- 

W1333ft3333Tftf33 3F533T13 ?ft I 3ft333lft 33ft I 3 <3f33 I cH3K^+ 
1 Fftft I T+T33 c Tlft333T33 3T3Hft I 3^1+31 3 3 33ft I 331 33ft 3313ftftl- 
3ft^l3ft333313ftftlT3133^ ftlfallft 33ft I ^+fa3>faftft ^ 
33T^ft _ 33T I33T3[ftrft43;: 3 3 3331%5ft 33ft 33ft, tftfftfT- 

<33lftft I 33^ftft3rnrftprfft33ft I 33lft 3133tsft <ft 53333lft333fftT 3- 
3ft I 333P33l33Rlftf33 33. 1 ftT3ftft %3 33lft3 33 3ft«jfo ( 33T ft3T313- 
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-U+qi^ I Wlftfd I d<^H I 

3fT««^Rl I ^ ftrefl. I f^f 5Rq^UT WIMW[ I I? HFTtf 

I 3RW STc^ra^ I 

(HHKjiti 'H^HMir<;q<;<HaiH4Rt!*lRi I ^'M'taiTK^TqfHRi %cL ^H<Jri<t~ 
WfT^dt TOM: W^LHRHTdird^qid. 1 1 <J M 

srrmsfer i wiPd^rrMd i i i jt?h- 

<3^ dld<7+4rdfH"dl dl'^feW^WI^Kfd^KVirTt.^f'T^ ^TOR 3^T- 

«Kt I ^ I ft ^-KHcHSRpfoit 

#tRTRWTf^g^T: qf^cWP’d ? dWWdl^HId^d^ I «wf5t)^MMfd^ 
^ ! ^*TT ^ y^^l^lMHI'M'WHKlHIH'+dcdH.y.dftd^ft *31^, 3RT- 
I ft^tWdTdf^ ?fd ^ R, 3fT^qi^ I 3RR% <Wfa^RTd: 
^fa^dWlHId^ I %<[ qRFtT: 'jftsW?: I R ^<«-d'l ^tFjqftg «fgt- 

II^V II 


Proponent : Because the non-existence of the specific objects is not es- 
tablished. The specific objects are directly cognised. Therefore, 
it is impossible to recognise (or establish) their non-existence. 

It may also be argued that it is still to be proved that it is the 
true perceptive knowledge only without some fault (in it), it may be 
apparent perception like the knowledge in mirage, etc., which also 
have the external object and appears like perceptive knowledge. 

This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because the alternative (of real and unreal ) would not be impos- 
sible. Everything should be (in that case) admitted to be non-existent 
(i.e., without essence); because there in no perception of anything as 
real from the viewpoint of which the other may be the apparent per- 
ception. The alternative is, however, already discussed. Therefore, it 
is wrong that this (object) is merely of the form of knowledge. 
Moreover, because there would arise the undesirable contingency of 
opposite (or contradictory) knowledge always. In case of the one 
who believes in the non-existence of the existents through (on the 
analogy of) the non-existent objects like mirage and dream, there 
arises the undesirable contingency of opposite (or perverted) 
knowledge always like that of the non-existent objects. For example, 
in the case of city of the gandharvas, etc., one perceives the same 
objects sometimes as a cow, sometimes as an elephant and some- 
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times as a flag. The perception, in the dream, of cow, man, horse, 
donkey, river and tree, etc., in a single form is observed to take place 
in the opposite way in the memory of that afterwards, for example, in 

case of the entrance of a group of elephants through window 4 the 

joining of the broken parts of the body, going through the sky and the 
attainment of the kingdom by the incapable person without cause, 
etc. That would be the case elsewhere also. This is, however not so. 
Therefore, it is wrong that the objects are non-existent like the 
mirage and dream. And there would not have been the action with 
some purpose . As the futility of the acts in case of persons who have 
bathed, applied ointment, eaten, drunk and covered themselves with 
clothes in dream, similar would be the case here. If it is argued that it 
would be like the discharge of semen? It may be like this. Just as the 
discharge of the semen caused by coming together of the couple, 
takes place without that in the dream, the same may be the case else- 
where as well. That is wrong, because it (discharge of semen) is 
caused by attachment, etc. Similarly that takes place ever without 
coming together of the couple in case of waking persons also. That is 
why that is not caused by mutual process. If it is like a ghost? It may 
be like this. The contention of mine may be right. As there is the pur- 
poseful activity of the ghosts w'ith the river of the purbulent water, 
etc., which are non-existent in nature, and also their being with the 
skull of a man, similar may be the case here. That is also wrong be- 
cause it is not established. It is not established that those (objects) 
are non-existent. 5 Moreover, because the non-perceptible is 
obstructed with the perceptible. Here, the perception is more power- 
ful, and hence, the negation of the non-perceived is possible through 
that. In your case, however, the perception is negated through non- 
perception. Therefore, it is wrong to say that there is purposeful ac- 
tivity of the non-existent like that of the human-skull, etc. If it is 
argued that their non-existence is due to the difference of nature 
(from the existent worldly objects)? It may be like this. If the human 
skulls would really exist, their association with the misery would also 
be there because they are not different from those possessed of form. 
There is, however, no obstruction in them. Therefore, this is also 
wrong. 

Why? 

Because of the difference of the power of the acts. The world 
casued by actions is directly perceived to be differentiated due to the 
difference in power of speech, knowledge, nature and character (lit. 
acts of eating and going). It is impossible to see it thoroughly, be- 
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cause of its depth. How will then the intellect of the people like us 
thoroughly know the different objects of the world caused by 
variegated fruits of acts, which is not directly perceived, and which is 
beyond the approach of logic. Therefore, it is merely a wishful think- 
ing. Moreover, there would be impossibility of virtuous and vicioius 
deeds. As there is no result of the killing of a Brahmin, drinking wine 
and cohabitting and prohibitted lady, etc., in the dream, same would 
be the case elsewhere also because non-existence of the objects is 
common in both the cases. If it is argued that the difference is 
caused by the assault of sloth (in the dream), the reply is, no, because 
it is common. When the non-existence in common it is only a wishful 
thinking as to the assault is effective at some places and not at the 
others. If it is so, earth, etc., are non-existent. If these are non-exis- 
tent, it is rightly stated that out of these organs five are the sensory 
organs, these have the specific and non-specific things as their ob- 
jects. 

Here ends the seventh discourse in the Yuktidipika. 


KARIKA 34 

1. The sense is that the objects of the sense-organs are not 
specified. Now, the question naturally arises whether all the 
senses act upon all the objects or there is some specification. 

2. The term vi£esa stands for gross objects while avisesa denotes 
subtle elements. The former are cognised by the ordinary word- 
ly people while the latter are cognised by the gods and yogins. 
This is explained in the subsequent lines. 

3. It is not that the senses about in tamas, but the text means that 
the senses of human beings have got more tamas than those of 
gods; 

4. Here some portion of the text is missing. 

5. It proves the belief of the Samkhyas in super natural objects, 
ghosts, ect. 
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(Relation of warder and gates between the 


internal and external organs) 


ff I sTTT^ 3RT3TTJT ilORl 


Now we shall speak of the relation of warder and the gate in 
them. Here, the external organ is the gate and the internal organ, a 
warder. 





Opponent : It is wrong because of their commonness as the organs. 
The nature of being organ is in case of both the internal organ 
and the other senses. Then, what is the reason here that the in- 
ternal organ is the warder and the (external) senses are the 
gates ? 




fiW:eh<U|| ^ 

n^HK^fsifqsi cmui &Kll«l ?)qlfd| II ^ II 


^TT ^TTS^T^^TT 5jfe: I 3T?«t>KH'i)«TT ^Tf^TT *[fe- 
1 fife "[feW 1 ) I 


IHTPT rt eM^Vi SITH: Tl? I 

oqrats^’fci: ^fe: 

faWT^PlTfe, fefWHfefegta VKKl^fttHPtHfKS^ffedl-ilHIUN^H 

cRT«lT ^twc^f^Nlginqi T qfgfi qy ^1- 

■WfcT, Slftfe I cHJTSpPM: 5fc|<fcf T*?fiTS!fq 

sitaistfii wfaq^difH i g^fe:^ r=m<iH<=i«ii^ 

W^>T5lft.aKlfe ^IqiuOPd II II 
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Proponent : SINCE THE INTELLECT ALONG WITH THE 
(OTHER) INTERNAL ORGANS ASCERTAINS (LIT EX- 
TENDS OVER) ALL THE OBJECTS, THEREFORE, THE 
THREE KINDS OF (INTERNAL) ORGANS ARE THE 
WARDERS AND THE REST ARE THE GATES. 

The expression ‘the intellect along with the internal organs’ 
means intellect which is in association with the (other) internal or- 
gans. The meaning is ‘the intellect along with the egoism and the 
mind. 1 Here, the mention of intellect is made through the mention of 
the internal organs yet the mention of the intellect again is to suggest 
its superiority. There is (found) the separate mention of the superior 
(even though it is) included in the common objects. For example, in 
the statement as ‘Vyasa with the (other) great seers went to the 
forest’, Vyasa who is also included in the mention of the great seers is 
mentioned separately on account of his superiority. Similarly, is (the 
expression that) ‘intellect along with the (other) internal organs as- 
certains (i.e. extends over) all the objects’. The meaning is that it 
makes objects of its activity the word, etc., which are qualified or 
non-qualified, through the force of means of knowledge. 2 What is 
meant is this. The warder is that the objects of which are not fixed, 
and those whose objects are fixed are gates. As in case of a palace 
there is fixation of directions of its gates towards east, north, south or 
west. The same may be considered sometimes to east, north, south or 
west, as is the case with the other gates. There are activities through 
the doors situated, in all directions without restricting any. Similarly, 
here also the ear, etc., are restricted to their own objects. The intel- 
lect along with the internal organs, however, ascertains (or extends 
over) all the objects and, hence, since their objects are not fixed, it is 
right that the three (internal ) organs are the warder and the others 
are the gates. 

KARIKA 35 

1. It suggests that the intellect decides the nature of the objects 
with the help of the egoism and mind. 

2. The objects situated near are known through perception; those 
situated at a distance and beyond the sense-object contact are 
known through inference and those which are beyond the reach 
of them can be know through verbal testimony. 
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(Mind and egoism submit the objects to intellect) 

<$>rH 3ran^r^3ra^fni ^ ii 





^1% 

faWlPwfaltiH^: I WRf^TOT affc!^ I <RTT 



M: I 33ft JRT^fcT ^NK«TRt I TJ^tP 



wispit %<RRifrR5Tim 1 ^ <w'jiMtw 5^1 yH^litw I W srfcm 

^^!^f^V^WId^«^^W^u|^!<c*i|cc(<le»|U||HSRni : || || 

THESE (THE CONCERNED EXTERNAL ORGAN, MANAS AND 
THE EGOISM) MUTUALLY DIFFERENT, (DISTINCT) 
MODIFICATIONS OF THE THREE CONSTITUENTS, AND 
RESEMBLING A LAMP (IN RESPECT OF THEIR FUNCTIONS) 
ILLUMINING THE ENTIRE PURPOSE OF THE PURUSA 
PRESENT IT TO THE INTELLECT. 

Through the expression ‘these’ the author relates the three-one 
of the ear, e\c., mind and egoism. Through the statement of the 
resemblance to the lamp the author speaks of the similarity of il- 
luminating resting in the phase of the senses. As the lamp is the il- 
luminator so is an organ because with the function of that (organ) the 
production of the object is impossible. Through the expression 
‘mutually distinct’ the author draws here respective distinct function 
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of an organ mentioned above. Through that (separate function) only 
is inferred their distinction on account of the distinction of (mere) 
grasping, pondering over and I-notion. Through the expression 
modification of the constituents , the author suggests that they (the 
constituents) modify in their (present) form with the purpose of ful- 
filling (or with a view to) the purpose of the conscious entity. The 
meaning is that after illuminating, i.e., after making as for as possible 
an object of knowledge through the respective specifice and non- 
specific acts in the form of ‘to be grasped' to be retained , ‘to be 
illumined’ the entire purpose of the conscious entity they submit it to 
the intellect i.e., put (the form) on the intellect . When any one of 
the (external) organs like ear proceeds to the objects like word, the 
mind as well as egoism experiencing the object through the former 
(i.e., operation of the senses) put its form upon the intellect i.e., 
make it the object of intellect. Sometimes the intellect ascertains the 
objects through the external object, pondering (i.e. desiring) and the 
relation to I-notion; sometimes it ascertains through pondering over 
(desiring and I-notion), while sometimes (it ascertains) the ponder- 
ing (desiring) and the I-notion . The meaning always in the scripture 
is that the intellect ascertains the object presented to it by any of the 
organs. The power of consciousness is favoured by that intellect after 
the latter has attained the form of ascertainment. 1 There is no 
(direct) relation of any other organ with the conscious entity. And 
through this theory on account of the multiplicity of the gate-keepers 
there does not arise the undesirable contingency of involvement of 
clefectsyiike the rise of particular knowledge independently (conscious 
entity;, blending together of knowledge at a time and admitting the 
agency in the complex of internal organs and conscious entity. 
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1. The act of attaining the form of the object in the case of the 
conscious entity is apparent or attributed and not real. 


I 


KARIKA 37 

(Mind and egoism come in contact of the conscious entity indirectly) 

3fTS, TWTCft ^ ftWTR 

?ft ? 

What is the reason that even though the nature of being warder 
is common (to egoism and mind), yet they put the form of the object 
upon the intellect only and there is no direct relation (of them) with 
the conscious entity? 

dRcl — 

^ UliKlfa I 


^r^Twrotfl, -tifVd Pur^hcii, I aiPiftidr^- 

^RT ^ ^T^RT <JRR RT<1 I RTC ^ I 

T: RTcj; I ft^WTf ft 



BECAUSE THE INTELLECT ACCOMPLISHES THE EX- 
PERIENCE OF THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY IN RESPECT OF 
ALL THE (OBJECTS). 


The egoism and mind are not of the form of ascertainment be- 
cause they are of the nature of pondering (desiring) and I-notion 
only. The relation of the conscious entity with the function of the or- 
gans the object of which is not fixed would serve no purpose . 1 Or, 
there would be the activity in conscious entity if it ascertains the ob- 
jects by itself . 2 Then, on account of its being the cause for the mixed 
ascertainment (the ascertainment of the complex object) it would 
also be of a mixed (comlex) form (nature ). 2 To all this the reply is al- 
ready given that the intellect is of the form of ascertainment. There- 
fore, the object which follows the function of the transformation (of 
the organs) is made known to the conscious entity merely through 
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proximity and thus it does not tend to disturb (obstruct) its 
neutrality, nor does it cling to purposelessness. Thus is explained ‘be- 
cause the intellect accomplishes the experience of conscious entity 
with respect to all the objects’. 

(Intellect discriminates between cosmic matter and conscious entity) 


3TT3, VKlfteH^ fam: jpfR:, * ^ : fdW^ I 

fa'WI'rKHUjfW I <T*ITO§: I “sq'frTFT 


Opponent : In this way also only the object like word which is under- 
taken for discussion, is completely known by intellect. There is, 
however, another object in the form of the distinction between 
the cosmis matter and the conscious entity. It is stated also-‘the 
beginning of the experience is the knowledge of the word, etc., 
and culmination (of it) is the knowledge of the constituents and 
the conscious entity. Therefore, some other organ should be 
mentioned for the knowledge of that (discriminative knowledge 
of conscious entity and the constituents). 




^cT^fclfVHfy tpf: *9 II 

TMT l^rWI ^frT: I H M^frTfcfW^ET: 

'W I Rft fqM<l n 19" T J°TT ftcf 
i i 


Proponent : No, it should not be mentioned. 

What is the reason here ? 

Because: 
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THAT (INTELLECT) ONLY DISCRIMINATES THE SUBTLE DIF- 
FERENCE BETWEEN COSMIC MATTER AND CONSCIOUS 
ENTITY 

Since when the Tamas becomes intense and when virtue, etc., 
the qualities of Sattva, etc., are overpowered, the intellect itself after 
ascertaining the constituents (modifications of the constituents) 
which are actually the causes and effects, dependents, requiring as- 
sistance, assisting others, non- sentient and having the nature of 
mutual association, as the soul offers the (idea) to the conscious en- 
tity. The conscious entity also having past impression of the practice 
of perverted knowledge and confining himself to the knowledge of 
(given by) intellect understands in that way only because the object is 
presented to him . 4 When there is the gradual elevation of the 
qualities of the Sattva and the form of Tamas is removed through the 
repeated practice of virtue, etc., the function (of the intellect) be- 
comes devoid of perverted knowledge. The intellect comes to have 
the pure right ascertaiment that (soul) is not the modification of the 
cosmic matter , is independent, requiring no favour or assistance, not 
assisting any other, sentient and having no nature of association ; 
and the constituents are opposed to that in nature . 5 Since the con- 
scious entity is that to whom the function is presented by other (i.e. 
intellect), it knows it in this form only. The distinction between the 
conscious entity and constituents is subtle, deep and difficult to un- 
derstand even though there lies the above difference because both 
the types of knowledge related to the conscious entity’s identity to or 
difference from the constituents is of the nature of ascertainment . 6 
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1. If the conscious entity is supposed to come in contact with the 
senses directly, it would not get the form of the object in an as- 
certained form. Consequently, no one would have determined 
knowledge. 

2. If the conscious entity is accepted to be a determining principle, 
it would be active and consequently non-eternal. 

3. It would appear in the form of the object the form of which is 
attained by it. Consequently, it would be of many forms and 
whatever gets many forms is non-eternal. 

4. This happens in the process of bondage. 

5. It proves that the discriminative knowledge is located in the in- 
tellect, and is presented to the conscious entity. 

6. Some portion of the text is missing at the end. 
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(Phase of the objects) 

<PRT S[?mT TO ftpfal *frT I WSTci 3 f^t I 

The subject of the organs is explained. Now, the subject of the 
effects should be stated . 1 That is mentioned by name earlier as the 
effects are ten- including the five specific (objects). Now we shall 
discuss them. 

(Subtle elements are called non-specific) 

(HHlfWH % f^l^T:,%5f^r^T ?f(T I 

Opponent : If it is so, it should be stated as to what are the specific 
and what are non-specific. 

3 ^T- 

( Rna i wjfav l q i : 

■d-HNlfbl JTPIMftKH. I <t I 

1 I 

Proponent : THE SUBTLE ELEMENTS ARE NON-SPECIFIC. 

The subtle elements are the same which are spoken earlier as 
those originating from the egoism . 2 They are indeed the non-specific. 

What are those called subtle elements ? 

To this the reply is-they are the subtle elements of sound, 
touch, form, taste and smell. 

^ ^T^rm^fird ? 

Opponent : Why are these the subtle elements ? 

Hrznt- 
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RiJTTS^TP^T: I ^ T F^cRT^ I d^ldW <TR *5^ 

Because there is no possibility of the further particularities of the 
same class. Though there is no difference with reference to the genus 
in the case of many words, yet there (in the subtle elements) are no 
further particularities like high pitch, low pitch and circumplexed 
(which are found in gross words). Therefore, that is the subtle ele- 
ment of word. Similarly, (there is no) softness and hardness in the 
subtle element of touch. Similarly, (there is no) whiteness, blackness, 
etc., in the subtle element of form. Similarly, (there are no) sweetness 
and sourness in the subtle element of taste. Similarly, (there are no) 
good smell, etc., in the subtle element of smell. There is only the 
generality of that quality and not the particularity (of it) and thus 
there is no further particularity in the subtle elements. 

(Gross elements are called specific and evolve from subtle elements) 

3m % ^ ?fn ? 

Opponent : What are the specific (objects) then? 

— qilH 

^33T xn^T: I 




I f^T I 

$ld cTcHPdPt^ 'H'ifd I 


|^Md-HNlRd ^ \ ^KfM^^WIjqTsR?- 

3fFT:,X 


I 3T3J t* 

^Od: 3T7T ^,^3RT T jP^lT: I ^7 ^ 

I Rife TI^ 
i *rcf: i 3R% ^ wrt^rt- 

I % T JdW fRTH? — 
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srrajRt 3 rot w i 

faaffl^8[PJT $Wte$KII ^cifTOtrcKt II 

^ mfSraT yMlwnjJviyiwaii ^ i 

vn«k^i 

T€?T ufoRci ^RfH^l^cfel 7JDTT: II 

3>®H t||c*«b 3£Tgj MW<*> *ll<«KHJ 

JTS^Fbrf^SRJtft: Tjgfw^RSEIO^II 

^»ks#wdi J?M ch4i«ImI: 4 f«iJci*yi: u 



ansnyiarai n 

^ < 4 r«hl 4 fllHl-y rt <lc(i<;< 4 : | 

fcwtqMia ^T?TO: II 


Those which are: 


FROM THESE FIVE THE FIVE GROSS ELEMENTS 

Proceed : 

These (latter) are said to be specific. 

There, the space proceeds from the subtle element of word; the 
air from the subtle element of touch; the fire from the subtle element 
of form; water from the subtle element of taste; and earth from the 
subtle element of smell. Inspite of The statement of that ‘from those 
proceed the gross elements the mention’ ‘five from the five’ is for the 
purpose of suggesting their production from the same number of ob- 
ject . 4 Therefrom is established the production of one gross element 
from one (a single) subtle. Therefore, the following view of the other 
seers that the succeeding specific (objects) proceed from the mutual 
combination of the subtle elements which are having single quality 
each, is negated. On the contrary, even without the combination of 
the subtle elements from the succeeding elements (subtle) is the 
origination of the succeeding specific element . The space having one 
quality proceeds from the subtle element of word, which has a single 
quality of word. The air having two qualities proceed from the subtle 
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element of touch which has the qualities of word and touch. The fire 
having three qualities proceed from the subtle element of colour 
which has the qualities of word, touch and colour. The water having 
four qualities proceeds from the subtle element of taste which has 
the qualities of word, touch, colour and taste. The earth having five 
qualities proceeds from the subtle element of smell which has the 
qualities of word, touch, colour, taste and smell. 5 Here the touch of 
air and water is cold, hot is the touch of fire, and of the earth the 
touch is neither hot nor cold. The colour also is white and bright in 
case of the fire and water and black in the case of the earth. The taste 
is sweet in case of the water and general in the earth. The smell 
belongs to earth only and is observed in the other elements due to 
the combination of the part of that (earth) in them. 6 These are the 
qualities of the earth, etc. The other qualities (than these) are for 
mutual favour. 

What are those others ?.To this the reply is : 

Form, heaviness, roughness, covering, firmness, stability, 
partition, resistance, black shade are enjoyed by all, these are the 
qualities of the earth. Others are (not) endowed with them. Now you 
know the qualities which pervade water, fire, air and sky. Lubricity, 
fineness, splendour, brightness, softness, heaviness, coldness, protec- 
tion, purification and continuous flow are the qualities of water. The 
light shoots upwards, is purifier, burner, cooker, light (as opposed to 
heavy), bright, destroyer and shining. It is, thus, different from 
others. The peculiar qualities of the air are transverse movement, 
purification, removing or throwing away, impelling, inspiring, rough- 
ness, going near, coldness. The qualities of the sky which are op- 
posite to the qualities stated above should be known as the approach 
everywhere, non-obstruction and fixity. The collective effects of these 
are the general objects, cow etc. There is no doubt in it that they 
originate from the specific objects (having the qualities of each 
other). 7 

(Mutual favour in gross elements through qualities) 

^ I 'KUIKHfafclHi I 'iditHluii ^ I 

1 'ki-fiilfcfa'Hftl: I i I ^T- 
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f«fsqT:l 4«Pn^pf^T: I I ^r<frrrHHMnitH*Ufs*^l 

<*>RHIHi I I 'ftwirfWHM ’JjTPpj?!*} «t<TRSR. I vh^ljww# 

^TT: I I ^fafa7PT$4l W<W I *RT- 

I ^tt4i|r4Jir<M4HI^'imi 4)Mfs^ <i<IW<|U|i ^ I 
I MM+^I< 3 °*T?tH t* I I.VlldMd)- 

H'f«Jfq) aj i<q <i«;lq'Hrq4*t I Mlqq«qi«4y ^RR^jfTP: '{PioqqqqHi 
HF^T^rai, tT«TT «d^lW<MRuiW:, WdYRHWWI^RqH^lifJrtluii dlH^K 
SlfllfartH: I MR3W!^ s^MW+IVHH I WftWK I t- 

^RT: M'3|iHid'i*i I <T*JT fd4 t tMMlf<f^4?qj^'ii wlq>t-q qhq>K: («>q<) 'JjUFrRRTT 
^ I Ri4cNldl<i ^ I MrddrdldifdSodMcHH I 3TT^MH(<HI- 

^1^4: JRR *wfwRT: I a^R-d ?rfR <^l<ldi «TT^ri ^ I 3t'^4mtHI-wr*RlT- 
dJMI4UflW I «MlcHHl«Mui ^R{ I ^WlfSVitauiH. I 3i^M^I<<iUldJ|f4fe I 
4)rdl^lMd1-+K: I <PTf ^44lrTcqTf^4^W cd)d.f4lMd>R: fa^ ’JdPtRMT 

ai«;MrHr^n>i: , jf4oql<;q: I ^ Pq*hi sc^q-q |fif I 


Through the qualities like shade found in the earth, etc., a 
favour is rendered to whole (material) world and the substances. 
Due to form there is the accomplishment of the shape in the pot, 
cow, etc. and their sustenance (present at one place) is due to their 
heaviness. Through roughness is the collection of water and the dis- 
tinctness in the objects. Through the quality of covering there is the 
covering of undesirable (things). Through firmness is the existence of 
the public as also of the other beings. Through stability is the favour 
for quantity, and gathering together, etc. Through partition is the 
origination of pot, etc., and also the joining of the parts. Through 
resistance is the capability for enjoyment . 8 Through the black shade 
is the accomplishment of the night as also the common awareness of 
the effects of shade. Since it is enjoyable to all, it renders favour to all 
the beings. In this way by lubricity, etc., also there is rendered ser- 
vice to the world and also to all the beings. Through lubricity is the 
accomplishment of the form, prevention from the air, extinguish of 
the fire, and putting together as the earth (i.e. earthly things). Due to 
its being subtle is its entrance (in other object). Due to its brightness 
is the production of the Moon, etc., (form it ). 9 Through softness is 
accomplished the act of bathing and diving as also the bowing of the 
hard things. There is a flow (in the water) for the favour to the 
beings through its heaviness and continuous flow. Through coldness 
(in water) is the prevention from heat. Through its purity is the ac- 
cumulation of the virtues, the procedure of purifying and the 
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destruction of the unseen . 10 Through the continuous flow is the col- 
lecting together of the substances. Similarly, through the qualities 
like going upward, etc., the fire renders favour to the world as also 
the beings. Through the (tendency of) going upward is the ac- 
complishment of cooking and giving light. Through its purity is 
rendered the purity of the substances. Through* the burning is the 
production of acid as also the prevention from cold, and also the 
heat in the sky for the purpose of the production of the word there. 
Through its having the power of cooking there is perspiration of 
what is to be treated by suborific means, the digestion of food, the 
capability of activity in the parts of the earth and the modification- 
outer and inner. Due to lightness the acid, blood, flesh, arteries, 
bones and semen virile transcending the things liable to be burnt. 
Through its brightness is the illumination of the other objects. Due to 
its being a destroyer is the enjoyment of burnt and cooked. Through 
light is the preservation of the people. Similarly, through the qualities 
like transverse movement, etc., is the favour rendered to the world as 
also to the beings by the air. Through transverse movement is the 
casting of galance and the carrying of the odour. Through its purity 
is the purification of the pure substances. Through removing and im- 
pelling is the going up and the spread of the heat and the water as 
also the collection of fluid and the (solid) ingredient in the body, so 
are the blowing of the fire and striking in the sky. Through the inspir- 
ing is the assimilation of everything. Through roughness is drying of 
the objects. Through its covering is the accomplishment of day and 
night. Through coldness is the prevention from the heat. Through the 
quality of all- pervasiveness, etc., is rendered by the sky the favour to 
the world as also to the beings. Through the all-pervasiveness there is 
the hearing of the same sound from all directions in case of those the 
ears of whom are situated at the same place. Through non-obstruc- 
tion and fixity is the allotment of the space for all. Thus, are stated 
the (gross elements like) earth, etc. These are called specific. 

(Cause of terming gross elements specific) 


Opponent : Why are they called specific ? 

^TRTT <1^? 1 1 \c ii 

?TRT!WM<t I 

I I ™fij| 
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Because : 

(THEY ARE) CALM TERBULENT AND DELUDING 

They are calm because there is the origination of the qualities 
like calmness in the vicinity of them due to the particular impression 
of ones own . 10 They are turbulent because they are the causes of the 
qualities like remainder (?). They are deluding because of their being 
the cause of the quality of covering, etc. The subtle elements, how- 
ever, are not calm, turbulent and deluding and, hence, are called 
non-specific. The above mentioned specific and non-specific as 
explained earlier are present variously for the accomplishment of 
purpose of conscious entity. 

Why? 

Because the purpose of the conscious entity is not accomplished 
if they are placed in a homogeneous form. 


KARIKA 38 


1. The ‘subject of effect' here refers to the objects of the senses, 
which are stated to be ten in karika 32. 

2. Cf. karika 22. 

3. Thus etymologically avi£esa means having no inter differentia- 
tions. 

4. I.e. the one gross element from one subtle element, first from 
the first and so on. 

5. The view of the Yuktidlpika about the nature of the subtle ele- 
ments is worth noting. Here, the succeeding subtle element is 
said to possess the qualities of the preceding subtle element. 

6. For example, if there is some smell in water or air, it should not 
be understood as fheir inherent quality, but belongs to the part 
of earth mixed in them. 

7. The qualities of cause are found in the effect also. In the objects 
like cow all these qualities are available because they are com- 
posed of all these elements. These mutually favour each other 
and are not contradictory because they are found together. 

8. According to the Samkhya philosophy every object is composed 
of three constituents. Rajas is always active and stimulating and, 
hence, always brings the change in the objects. If the resistence 
to this change is not by tamas, no object would subsist even for a 
short time and it would not be enjoyed. 

9. Since the moon gives pleasant cool touch, and is bright, it is in- 
ferred to be abounding in water as its components. 

10. Since water is purifying, the water at the sacred places purifies 
the beings which again leads to virtue and destroys sins. 
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(States of specific objects) 


Opponent: It is stated in a very general form and, hence, we do not 
understand it. Therefore, it should be stated as to what is the 
condition of the specifics. 

3^- 


3J??TT fcJVlMI: FJ: I 

33 3FT %ETfacT 3MTg-cf, W(f3 I fsfa3T: I 3TFJ3I 


3T^3Ta I 

Hl^Hi 3^33: 1 


33 



Proponent : THE SPECIFIC IS THREEFOLD - SUBTLE 
(BODY), THOSE BORN OF PARENTS, ALONGWITH 
THOSE OF THE OTHER BEINGS. 


Out of these subtle are eight prapas located in the substratum 
of the physical activities which transmigrate (to some other body). 1 
Those born of the parents are of two kinds: those originating from 
the womb or those originating from the egg. 

There are the sheaths of them put in other sheaths -hair, 
blood, flesh, bones, arteries and semen virile. Out of these the 
origination of hair, blood and flesh is from the mother, and that of 
the bones, arteries and semen virile from the father. Some others 
speak of eight sheaths on account of superimposing the (nature of 
sheaths) on what is eaten and drunk. 

(The specific work as sheaths) 

WitVlr=IH ? 

Opponent : How are these known as sheaths ? 
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uiA^rSMHWd-* dtl«wfMRHir«l I 

Proponent : Because of their capability of covering. Just as a silk- 
worm does not remain independent when covered by the cover, 
similarly, the subtle body alongwith the pranas when covered 
by them becomes dependent and accumulates the acts (i.e. im- 
pressions of what he does). 2 


(Kinds of living beings) 


’jjRrf i <nr mtt w wtfftfarpi ^ i 

*mr W: ^nnt <i<^=iiuii ^ i nraiP# w# ^ 

^l u IIH I W ft# dftiwq I HyajFlT <J oKI^H I 



Those which germinate as a plant and those which are 
generated by sweating (heat and moisture) belong to other beings. 
From the three kinds of above specific, there proceeds the creation 
of three kinds of beings in the form of gods, human beings and the 
animal (and insects). The body of the gods is of four kinds-due to the 
favour of the cosmic matter just as that of Brahma, visnu and £iva; 
produced through attainment (of supernatural power) just as that of 
the sons of Brahma and of their sons) that produced from the 
parents (both the father and mother) just as that of the sons of Aditi 
and Kashyapa; that produced from father only just as that of Va4i§tha 
from Mitra and Varuna.The body of the human beings are bom of 
womb. In case of some, however, it is otherwise (i.e. without womb) 
also on account of the particularity of the power of virtue; just as that 
of Drona, Krpa, Krpi, Dhrstadyumna, etc. The body of the animal 
(and insects) also is of four kinds : 

The body of cow, etc., is said to be generated from womb, that 
of the birds as generated from the egg; that of the grass etc., as 
generated by sprouting and that of the small creatures from sweating 
(heat or moisture). 3 
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Thus, are explained the specifics of three kinds. 

(Perishable and imperishable specific) 

Opponent : Out of them some are said to be constant and some 
perishable. What are the constant, and what are perishable? 

PbTcU ||^ || 

^rt hmiPt^i i m ^ i 

SPJcFTt^PT f^lRTOlt I I <RRT- 



Proponent : OUT OF THESE THE SUBTLE ARE CONSTANT 
AND THOSE BORN OF THE PARENTS ARE PERISH- 
ABLE. 


The subtle are constant from the creation to the dissolution of 
the universe (while ) those born of parents perish. The expression is 
taken together with belonging to other beings. Some intend to in- 
clude the mention of external specifics only through the mention of 
prabhuta. In their view, there remains no mention of those germinat- 
ing as sprout and those born from sweating. Therefore correct inter- 
pretation both ways would be the other two (generated sprouting 
and sweathing) beings. 


I I ^MT^f^pRT^ ^f<T ? 


The subtle should be explained because they are not well 
known. Those born from parents and the two (generated by sprout- 
ing and sweathing)/other kinds of beings are well-known and, hence, 
their inclusion is right. The subtle, however, are not well known. 
Then, it should be spoken of as to how is their origination or exist- 
ence. 


^^TRT snftRT SWtNfrT 

k5WR5I I ^13 ^- Ph#^- 

sfarpri 1 arfwar srfcRt i iiwp- 

P=t *1 1 S^Tc^T I pPT <g<rqPi I 
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farr<raY<w ^RpshrRr i 

fej’p I 3nfc^ 5flfnR cT^ I ^cJEntzrg^--! 

i dwi^aifairat 



Proponent : In the initial creation of (prior to creation) the son or 
otherwise (daugter) were born from the living being from the 
cosmic matter in accordance with their will through the mind 
without coming together of the couple because the qualities of 
Sattva were dominant in them. The practice is found even at 
present — the female tortoise conceives the egg only by reflect- 
ing upon, it indeed considers itself satisfied only at seeing its 
lover. When that power was destroyed, there became the ac- 
complishment through speech. The living beings get whatever 
is desired after speaking together. This is also found even now. 
The council shell (insect in it) conceives through crying only. It 
indeed feels great pleasure after speaking to her lover. When 
that (power) came to an end, the accomplishment was (started) 
through hand. The beings accomplish the desired object 
through touching the hand. This is found even now that after 
seeing the lover for a long time and touching the hands there 
arises the pleasure. When this (power) also was destroyed, 
there became the accomplishment through embracing. The 
living beings get the desired object through embracing . This is 
also found even now that after embracing the beloved they are 
satisfied. When that (power) also was destroyed, the ac- 
complishment through copulation started. The man and a 
woman give rise to a baby after coming into collision and 
hoarding started ‘this is mine’, ‘this is mine*. At this occasion 
only the world (i.e. transmigration) is explained. 

(Different views about subtle body ) 


rft fcWfdHfd: I cTT^t^f ?Rtt 
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3iF?cr, ^whiwh ihi^h i wnffarfFF 

^vi(U «t)^?i T*rf4 

?£?T WTRStFT WT ^tlft ^T JTN^T f^f# I <HT ^4 ^FTWH «4<WI<- 
^Rf^irui # 3 ^ ¥|{UmI^ I 

WFteift mtuPn 1 Pf^riPth^i, f^^gif^Ps^Fit #3i^t *pti 
cF^Fft JOT! I dWMlfW I dWlfaft^: |Pf TO I W 

II ^ II 


There are different views of the authorities in this connection. 
In the view of PaTfcadhikarana, the vaivarta body covered by the or- 
gans enters the semen and blood at the time of the intercourse of the 
father and mother, and after its entrance it grows in the form of an 
embryo. When the limbs are accumulated after attaining the 
knowledge (pratyayas), coming out of the womb of the mother it sub- 
sists due to the virtuous and vile acts done during the experience of 
the six attainments (powers). It remains (in the corporeal body) upto 
the destruction of that. If the (internal) organ is purified by virtuous 
deeds, the subtle body attains the sky, through the opposite to that it 
attains the place of miseries or the birth of an animal (or insect) 
through the mixture (of virtuous and vile deeds). One attains the 
birth of a human being. In this way, the subtle body which is very 
swift and capable of getting the senses is eternal and is embraced and 
left by the external body which is perishable. According to Patanjali, 
the subtle body transmits the senses to the place of the seed before 
the accomplishment of the body and disappears after taking the body 
to the upper reign or the place of miseries or the organs in accord- 
ance with the impressions of the deeds done in past life. And there 
some subtle body arises due to the past deed for the one endowed 
with past impressions which again transmits the senses to the place of 
seed and then this also disappears. At the time of destruction of the 
body some other is born. In this way there are many subtle (bodies). 
According to Vindhya vasin, as the senses are all-pervasive birth is 
the function of the senses at the place of seed . 4 Death is the renoun- 
cement of that. Therefore, there is no subtle body at all. Therefore, 
transmigration is not specific (or prompted by something specific) 
Thus is the origination of a subtle body. 
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1. Since the vital airs are of the nature of air, they are specific, and 
since they are not as gross as the objects like pot, they may be 
called subtle. The sixth, seventh and eighth are the organs of 
knowledge, organs of action and egoism (including mind and in- 
tellect). 

2. Sheath has two conditions : it covers the things and takes away 
the independence. Since these cover the subtle body and take 
away its independence, they are called sheaths. 

3. These are technically called born of womb (jarayuja), born of 
egg (apdaja), born of sweat (svedaja) and born of sprouting 
(udbhija). 

4. Since the senses are all-pervasive according to him, they are 
available everywhere and, hence, there arises no need of subtle 
body to carry them to other body. 


KARIKA 40 


(Characteristics and constituents of subtle body) 

^RihRiRRi ? 

Opponent : When there are many types of decided opinions amongst 
the authorities, what is your assertion about it ? 


PrsTtHifir 1 




II *o || 



I 3W- 


3^r?q^T fj3ftstT#5n55f%?mrat i 3 fs faf f^rejTf^ 

#3Rrzj]f5p?jft | I 

vjimiRi I 1% =u4 , i i, ii'ii T8J: 1 xi u iiK t *> T TiT- 

iJf'TTTfiT 4d1dtlH: 3FTM^ W 3FK ffit I dr*RT5l1<^«mT?, 

Wfcf 3TS3tS^?ftf3 I tfWdlfd MfiWRS>, VlrMI'fl 

WIRTt *R3: 1 fWTHlnfafa '?RkRRW^r?T ^TtfcT 1 }JWKlU4 IN’TlW- 
jT^SWJW^RT^ VltltWtW PTTW^MKJ^rfeRtTT: WRf I ^TftMlPHdfH- 
€4)d^fd I I WPfei- 

^3TS>(ffl?d >ii u iik4> I 

Proponent : Whatever Pataffjali said that the subtle body is destroyed 
and the other (body) is produced is not accepted by us through 
our statement ‘out of them the subtle are eternal’ (Ka 39.) 


Therefore, 

The subtle body formed primevally, unimpeded , eternal (com 
posed of the elements) beginning from intellect to the subtle elements 
migrates invested with dispositions and devoid of experience. 

Through the expression formed primevally is stated the eternity 
of the subtle body composed of the elements beginning from intellect 
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up to the subtle elements from the time of (intial) creation to the 
dissolution. Through the expression ‘unimpeded’ the author states 
its entrance into the concealed and the hard seed. The subtle body is 
nowhere impeded. On the contrary, it enters even the seed of a unit. 
It enters even after breaking the jujube fruit. Through the word 
‘eternal’ the author asserts its adjustment with every conscious. 1 The 
thesis of the followers of Varsaganya is that the intellect being the 
cause (of the rest of the elements) is common to all. Through the ex- 
pression intellect, etc., the author states the eight vital airs. The five 
vital airs like prana are the same (mentioned) earlier. 2 Through the 
expression ‘upto the subtle elements’ the author expresses the ex- 
clusion of some other elements, as it is this much only and not dif- 
ferent from it. Through the expression ‘migrates’ (the author) states 
the motion and from this are said entrance into and abandonment of 
the seed since it is non-pervasive. Through the expression ‘devoid of 
experience ’ (the author) leaves scope for the other (i.e., the gross 
body). If the subtle body itself is admitted to be capable for enjoying, 
since there will be no scope for the other body, there will arise the 
undesirable contingency of non-origination of the gross body. 
Through the expression ‘endowed with disposition’, the author sug- 
gests that the eight dispositions should be taken here. It is endowed 
with virtue, etc., forms of the intellect. The eight vital airs are un- 
obstructed eveywhere as they are due to their own capacity attached 
to subtle body which has the only purpose of staying (in the body) 
and going (out of it). Since it migrates in the animals in the sky and as 
spirit of the dead person, and since (consequently) the purpose is 
fulfilled with that only, there is no purpose in postulating some other 
body (different subtle body). Hence, there are many (subtle) bodies. 


KARIKA 40 


1. This adjustment brings out the differentiation in the living 
beings. 

2. Through the term adi the author of the YuktidTpika seems to 
understand the vital airs also. However, no other commentator in- 
cludes vital airs in subtle body. The organs of senses, organs of action 
and egoism (including mind and intellect) are the further three to 
raise the number to eight. 


KARIKA 41 


(All-pervasiveness of the senses criticised) 

M ?ft, 3T^f^t I 1 T ft f^qfWsWlf 

«fif I ft> ? UddlMdfejM^llct I ^£dfaHW^ I 

WIT ft I ftW 5 TftWTWT<W^ I 

I ft^HllH^ISftcT WH ^5^F>: I <** ,J ilHi 

wft I (TOTcf 

fer^raTSS^I^qrl ^lu^ifc^^Tti^TT^raT r&\Ml | 
d&f&dl fdVl$4 fcrofci Pr[^ 4 fci^i^ II II 

W ft fa5R2T ^PJ^SWIH ^TftcT, TW{5Wft«Tt off fw WfPTT: 
d^fedl fa$)§4 fd'tffd ftTTSP? filS; J lH I I 


The statement that since the senses are all-pervasive, trans- 
migration is the attainment and cessation of the functions in their 
form in a body, is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because the all-pervasiveness is not established. No one 
accepts the all-pervasiveness of the senses. 

What is the reason here ? 

Because it would involve the undesirable contingency of con- 
tinuation of knowledge all the time and because of the undesirable 
contingency of the simultaneity of knowledge. When the organs and 
the conscious entity are all-pervasive, there arises the undesirable 
contingency of the knowledge of the object at all the times because 
of the absence of some obstruction (in knowledge). And, since they 
are common to all the objects, there would arise the undesirable con- 
tingency of simultaneous knowledge of all the specific object . 1 (or 
specific qualities). And, there would also be (undesirable contingency 
of) the knowledge of the objects obstructed by other object. Because of 
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the contact everywhere, there would airse the undesirable contingen- 
cy of non-difference between the (knowledge of) the objects situated 
near and at a distance (from the knower) as also the (knowledge 
arising of) perception, inference and verbal testimony. If it is argued 
that the differentiation is due to the particular function (of the sen- 
ses, we reply) no, because there is no reason here. No reason is stated 
to establish that there is a particular kind of function, in case of the 
objects of senses which are all-pervasive in nature. 2 Therefore, the 
all-pervasiveness of the organs is not (justified). 

Therefore, 

JUST AS A PICTURE (DOES NOT EXIST) WITHOUT A SUB- 
STRATUM, A SHADOW WITHOUT A (SOLID OBJECT) PILLAR, 
ETC., SIMILARLY, THE SUBTLE BODY DOES NOT SUBSIST 
SUPPORTLESS, WITHOUT THE SPECIFIC OBJECTS. 

Just as there is no subsistence of a picture without a wall as also 
that of a shadow without a pillar or a man, etc., similarly, the subtle 
body does not subsist supportless without the specific objects. There- 
fore, it is justified to say that the transmigration is with the specific 
objects. 

I 

Opponent : If the transmigration is with specific objects, the body 
would have been available by going at the place of its seed. It is, 
however, not so. Therefore, this is wrong. 

I 

Proponent : No, because of the peculiar characteristic. The peculiar 
characteristic of that body is that it is subtle. Therefore, its non- 
perception (or non availability) is not without a person. 

Opponent ; There arises the undesirable contingency of its being all- 
powerful in case of the earlier (gross body) due to its being re- 
lated to the subtle body. 3 Therefore, it is wrong to say that its 
cause is not perceived. 
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3 ^-? 3 ^ 1 ^ ! <TCJ*TT fsTviRp *JW 7 Rtt erfW ^MIHliMW- 
^ W^S)Ff°Ml WTcf I 3T«T P^^PiJdWlPM ¥l(Uf«J|i|$ui fol3f- 

dRKHMlPddrl I dd^^H. I ^+WI< I <TCI«n ^TT1 r 4: ?RbTJf 
I T rM^INlRM ^d<R ^TTtf I Rrg aRT.^OTTS^f^lR 

4 wiRlHHId. I *TFT ^«RRTRP 5 f^*T?#TPr^ I 1 § 

PTPT^MpP^lfd I 3RT«n^ PM41Pcd+l<ldlHWJId>l?l'mdl^d4 Wcf I 


No, because it is non-conclusive. Just as both-the subtle body 
and the small size is observed in vile creatures, but still there is no 
lordliness in them, similarly, may be the case with all the beings. If it 
is argued that there would be the non-perception of the gross body 
also because of its association with non-perceptible just as the 
wreath formed with a fabulous serpent belonging to a ghost and the 
ghost; it is also wrong because it is non-conclusive. It may be like the 
relation of the body with the organs when organs are not perceived 
and there is no absence of knowledge of (gross body) or the one pos- 
sessed by the ghost etc . 4 Moreover, the notion of possessing the lordly 
powers is when it is connected with the internal oigan.Thc lordly 
powers are intended in case of one whose powers of being small in 
size, etc., are controlled by the determination . 5 It is not in the case of 
him in whom those are natural. Otherwise, the lordly powers would 
be (considered) in the case of small red ant or the female ant on 
account of its going in the sky. 

3 M, T, I crft 


Opponent : No because that involves the undesirable contingency of 
impossibility of the body. The power for producing some other 
body is obstructed in case of those two (dharma and adharma 
mentioned later on) which have fulfilled their purpose in 
producing the subtle body . 6 Therefore, it is wrong that the 
transmigration is with the specific elements. 


| ^ tptfqjfftfrRf <rf$ 3 nRld>lRd>- 

fapRfa: I H I I ft ^ f^T- 

VWHR u IWIiXftl 3 l'fl<t I MRuilH wRdRsdfcJ 

RmR u iihI i (Tpm P+RRtki. i f^HdWv^r<i^i4<^?i!Rr^pTf^Pd %?l 

WWdH.-?? PHpHdHIHc^«(d^r=I^MKI^Hir'r'5qRfiRfVl4l 1 <RI*!T ^iR- 

s£t«nRg i wtP*p^ PtPptih. i aiParfsiB^ml 1 wraA- 
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I I ? tefflil I 'f^KTR^T: 

wfi'NR^lfkl:, WWI -g f^rRqW: MHUlWRiRlTiH. I ^ g 

*pwt RwRuiih^Ri i VH'kMtwMw i tcHwi^wift^RhlWd: 
WfRRm'TFTt fHrHdM<IVMIdHM'lRl I m %g +dcdl«rcRsn- 

^r?t <r<u«f3Tg i <ntg«n«ii ft sfafoi: w®rc*? fH'Hiftdl iiMrt>d<rii«rc*<i*n- 
RHKPhRI *dl¥WW^dl^<MtigMHRiMWM: I ^ WOT 

OTim w: i dwigHM^d^qi^Hifwifaji gw?rfR 
wtRr i Tf * qR^i^ driRred ?fir iivt 11 


Proponent : No, because it is not accepted by us. The vaivarta body is 
not caused by virtue and vice; on the contrary, it belongs to the 
principal element (or it is due to the potentiality of the con- 
stituents) and hence there arises no defect. Nor are accepted 
(by us) many subtle (bodies). Therefore, the defect is ap- 
plicable to the thesis of the opponent (lit. others) only. 
Moreover, because of non-admitting the maturity of all the 
past impressions. The fault would have arisen in the case of one 
admitting the maturity of all the past impressions. In our 
theory, however, the maturity of the past impressions is partly. 
Therefore, it carries no force. 


If it is argued that their partial manifestation is illogical be- 
cause there is no particularity in the cause (through which the 
modification is caused partially and not full), it may be like this. The 
particularity in the manifestation of the past impression, is observed 
to take place due to the particularity into less or more degree in the 
causes just as in case of the air, 7 etc., in anger, etc. The cause in the 
manifestation of the result is the time of departure. And , that is 
without particularity. Therefore, the partial modification of the past 
impressions is not justified. This is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because that (departure) is caused. The completion of the ex- 
perience of the results of the acts done earlier and the maturity of the 
acts done at present for the experience of their results is the cause of 
departure ; 8 the departure, on the other hand, in not (the cause) of 
the maturity (of acts for fruits). Moreover, there is the absence of 
some other body. In the case of the one who intends the manifesta- 
tion of all the past impressions there arises the undesirable contin- 
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gency of the absence of some other body due to the absence of some 
other cause. If it is argued that it is due to the act done at that time . 9 

No, because that is not possible when the state of embryo, etc., 
meet destruction. That act of inception of the seed of the organs is 
caused by the act done at that time, that body, the seed 
(karanasarlra) is destroyed at the end of the state of embryo and, 
hence, since there is no impression of past deeds, there arises the un- 
desirable contingency of absence of possibility for the other body. 
Moreover, there arises the undesirable contingency of the impos- 
sibility of the other body for the immovable being. Since the impres- 
sion of the past deeds is effective for the production of the body of 
the immovable beings and since the impression of the past deeds is 
not produced by the body of the immovable beings, there arises the 
undesirable contingency of absence of the transmigration of that 
(being ). 9 Therefore, it is right that the subtle body, which originates 
for the purpose of the conscious entity in the initial creation, trans- 
migrates, and until the purpose of the conscious entity comes to an 
end, it continues to exits. 
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1. The senses would always be in contact with the object, and 
there would not be the absence of knowledge any time. 
Moreover, if the senses would be all-pervaisve, all the senses 
would come in contact with all the objects and it would result 
into the knowledge of all the objects simultaneously. 

2. If the senses would be all-pervasive, they would come in contact 
with all the objects and there would remain no object 
obstructed from the senses where inference and verbal tes- 
timony would be applied. 

3. The body with which it is related would be capable of doing and 
knowing everything because of having an all-pervasive subtle 
body. 

4. The one possessed of ghost is perceptible while the ghost is im- 
perceptible. Therefore, the relation with imperceptible does not 
turn the perceptible also imperceptible. 

5. Determination (adhyavasaya) stands for intellect here. 

6. The virtue, vice, etc., are the factors for a particular subtle body 
and they do not produce a gross body also. The two are 
clarified by Chakravarti within paranthesis as dharmadhar- 
mayoh. 

7. Here, air seems to denot the vital airs which are variously ob- 
served (as more of less) in accordance with the situation or 
emotions. 

8. When the result of the works done earlier is experienced and 
there is no work which is matured for giving its result immedi- 
ately, the beings meet death. 

9. In the theory of the Samkhyas, however, such a defect does not 
arise because all the past impressions are not exhausted in one 
birth and the remaining cause the further body. 
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(Transmigration of subtle body) 



Opponent : If the origination of the subtle body is admitted to be 
meant for the conscious entity, the purpose of the conscious 
entity should be realised or finished by it (subtle body) at the 
time of that (first creation) only. The transmigration in the 
form of an individual soul in the form of god, man, and vile 
animal should not take place again and again. 

i <mr affair i <nr 

4>cl^!i l*<iimoi<t i 

wrerFm: i TFHT wirofo ^i^i^rcifWt ^s-. \ ’'iraft- 

I ^f<WI^KRI^: II II 

Proponent : THE SUBTLE BODY THROUGH ITS CONNEC- 
TION WITH THE MEANS AND THEIR RESULTS ACTS 
LIKE A DRAMATIC ACTOR ON ACCOUNT OF ITS 
BEING UNITED WITH THE ALL-PERVASIVE POWER 
OF THE COSMIC MATTER. 

Though the subtle body originates for the accomplishment of 
the purpose of the conscious entity, yet since all the three of the cos- 
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tituents can be dominant, when the Sattva is dominated by Rajas and 
Tamas and prompted by that, one hears from the iruti about the 
means causing the experience of the cause, the effects like the 
objects of the body and the senses, as the desirous of heaven should 
perform Agnihotra ; ‘through the performance of Agnistoma one 
wins over the kingdom (domain) of Yama.’ Then, he begins his ac- 
tivities with the desire for their results, taking delight in the causes 
and the vital air etc. He performs even impure actions through mind, 
speech and body on account of the strange nature of the activities of 
the constituents, even though he is very cautious. Then, due to the as- 
sociation of the cosmic matter with all-pervasive powers, the subtle 
body even though remaining of the same nature acts like a dramatic 
actor acquiring the bodies of a god, man, animal and ghost ; the 
similarity being in case of acquiring and giving up the particular 
form. Since the all-pervasiveness is common to all of the three con- 
stituents, there is observed the mutual suppression in them. There- 
fore, the transmigration is caused by dispositions. Liberation is 
caused by not acquiring the cause of that. 


KARIKA 43 


(Dispositions) 

3rr?,vrer cr to vkrii^ siRiM€im% i 

Opponent : The dispositions are mentioned by you in that connec- 
tion , 1 and we do not understand the meaning of the word. 
Hence, it should be stated as to which are these dispositions? 


3 ^-twfar i «nrf m 



W:l 


Proponent : The dispositions are the virtues, etc. Virtue knowledge, 
non-attachment, lordly powers, vice, ignorance, attachment 
and absence of lordly powers arc the dispositions. 

(Sub-divisions of disposition) 


flWMWhi fNufaMfrl: ! WfTOFW <fMgffcP<W IR RfM 
^ I SJIffiW ^ I *fo- 

| %<j g fIM ^ I 

7(TWt I I m ^ 


Ht^PT fed 1 4 

3#dHd^d>-i Mld^lfeld^dgi^ldHJI 

^ fefqly fetel^ cTsT dRefc I 

RTrWlfeij XH%d WdKlfe fdfegP II 


?tcf w fFttd ?wfe4l stftfg i 


There is the difference of opinion among the authorities in this 
regard. According to Patfcadhikarana, knowledge is of the two 
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kinds — natural and acquired. The natural is of three kinds : arising 
with the origination of the element, innate and the growing one. That 
arising with the origin of the element arises in the intellect in the 
form of the high understanding. The innate and growing one arise 
when the body is accomplished. The innate is that which arises at the 
time of the production of the group of (the cause and the effect), as 
for example, the knowledge of the great seer, viz., Kapila. That which 
grows arises with the application of some other cause in the case of 
one whose body is already accomplished (i.e. created). The acquired 
one is of two kinds- acquired by oneself and aquired with the help of 
others. That acquired by oneself is Taraka." That acquired with the 
help of others refers to the other accomplishments. It is stated also : 

The knowledge which arises with the origination of the element 
itself is called vaivarta, the second may be that which grows and the 
third is the acquired one. This is said to have six sheaths. 

Here, since the innate is similar to that originating with the 
production of the elements themselves, the innate is described 
without distinction. The acquired is also of two kinds. Out of them, 
that acquired by himself is the Taraka; that acquired by the help of 
others is of seven kinds said to be svatara, etc. 

As the knowledge, so are the virtue, etc., also. 

(Different views about the sub-division of Dispositions) 

Tifer ^ i f% crff Rtfewta | cnr 



I ^ f? <T«IT 



I SJcftSRt I +|4'W- 



TfRt Hl^!»li fcf 031^1 I TPtfSfFT I WfdlfcJ cTSTSTI Wf- 
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J:Jrafocr:l<T*IT 
i *rrar 3 tft- 
<K1hIH. I ^ ^ W: ^ W: WT- 

I faiTifi ^RcTt fq^Pdd: I 



However, in the view of Vindhyavasin the knowledge arising 
with the origination of the elements themselves and the innate does 
not exist. On the other hand, knowledge is accomplished (ac- 
quired)only. Here, the knowledge of the great seer (Kapila)also is 
accomplished after the group of the composite objects is originated 
on account of which the knowledge begins from listening to the 
preceptor. It is also stated that the cause which is accomplished and 
promotes the effect, does not give rise to something fresh. It is jus- 
tified through the relation of cause and the effect. Here, it originates 
sharply (or in short time) in the case of the great seer (Kapila) and it 
is difficult for others (to acquire ). 3 This is the difference in this case. 
The authority has stated that the Taraka etc., are common to all as - 
the dispositions are of three kinds- innate, natural and acquired. 
Through the mention of innate he rejects the knowledge arising at 
the time of the (origination of the) elements. It does not exist at all. 

How? 

If it would be so, the bringing together and arrangement of ob- 
jects and (the statement of) origination of other elements would be 
meaningless. When the knowledge arising in the intellet is cognised 
in the intellect itself, what is the purpose of bringing together of 
other objects? Moreover, in that case, the thinking of the seers is not 
justified, because there is no restriction . There is no restriction in the 
origination of the knowledge at the time of the arrangement of the 
causes and effects (body). He is not fenced with wickedness due to 
which some more time is required for (the rise of knowledge). 
Therefore, the knowledge originates along with the cause and effect 
(body) just like the lamp and the light and, hence, it is innate. In the 
case of others, however, on account of the awakwardness (dullness) 
of the intellect on account of its coming from the cosmic matter after 
some time it becomes soon; like that at the sight of a black serpent. 
That is natural. The acquired also is twofold as is the case with the 
earlier, just as the knowledge is innate in the case of the great seer; 
the lordly powers in the case of mahatmys £arira; the virtues in 
Bhrgu, etc.; and non-attachment in Sanaka, etc/, vice in the case of 
yaksa, devils, etc.; absence of lordly powers in case of the, men and 
the animals born at the time of destruction of the six attainments, 
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attachment and absence of knowledge in the people other than 
the great seer. They are natural also as the non-attachment in case 
of lord S.suri. Virtue originated in him because of his being born 
as the great seer. He drived away the impurity because of its being 
contradictory to the virtue. When that (impurity) was destroyed, 
the stream of purity proceeded from the cosmic matter and 
favoured by that he in whom the desire to know was born due to 
the stroke (or affliction) of the three constituents, renounced the 
world. Similarly, the lordly powers of the NandF (the bull of lord 
£iva) through the contact with the great lord (£iva), and the vir- 
tues, etc., of Nahusa through his contact with Yagastya. The ac- 
quired dispositions are like those of ourselves. In this way, since 
the authoirty mentions the dispositions of three kinds, they are not 
all natural as held by Patanjali, nor are they all acquired from 
others as held by PaUcadhikarana. On the other hand, the great 
part of the growth (i.e. transgressing the natural quantity) in the 
inherent dispositions is from the cosmic matter (natural, arising 
spontaneously) and the less from acquisition . 4 

(Three kinds of Dispositions) 


Wt 

wfafsgsfilgj *n3T: Ul<t>(d«hl SnrfUT: I 

<JgT: qRQIIflfeui: 

ebHHtell: II *3 II 



ITfTRT I JUft ikfw 

^ AFT IRIS ^ I % *TT ’it ^ 

dtomeifefo i cMtfKji: i w fw^sfafFin— fTfVft 

4t ’fT IRRtfd I ^ W oMMsMIdl: I w ^Tltf 

II II 


Thus, 
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THE DISPOSITIONS LIKE VIRTUE, ETC., ARE INNATE, 
NATURAL AND ACQUIRED AND ARE OBSERVED TO BE DE- 
PENDENT ON THE ORGANS AS THESE SO ARE EMBRYO, 
ETC., AS DEPENDENT UPON THE EFFECT (I.E. THE BODY) 

Through the mention of embryo, etc., the author has stated that 
the bodies are of three kinds only. Their form found in whole world 
of fourteen kinds is of three kinds . 5 The innate is that of the vaivarta 
body like planets, stars and other small stars, as also the particularity 
due to the race as the whiteness of the swan and the variegated 
(colour) and clearness (not darkness) in a partridge and the 
peacock. It is natural also as - on account of the notion of possessing 
a magnimous body one comes to have the notion ‘I will produce the 
sons who will work for me, will know me and the others’, the creation 
as he ponders over comes out of the cosmic matter as in the case of 
lord Siva in producing thousands of Rudras. The embryo, etc., are 
acquired, as it is stated in the veda of medicines-the pregnant 
woman gives birth to a son after drinking milk. Thus are explained 
the dispositions. Since they are universal (i.e. found everywhere in 
the universe), the transmigration in the form of a particular state (or 
mode of existence) of the subtle body takes place 6 
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1. I.e., in context of transmigration of subtle body. 

2. It is a kind of attainment. 

3. Here, the causal relation may present some problem from 
Samkhya point of view. The effect exists in the cause prior to its 
origination. Knowledge could also be considered as existing 
earlier. Even if knowledge is considered to be acquired, the 
above maxim holds good with regard to the material objects and 
should not be stretched too far. Knowledge is a particular form 
or state of intellect and, hence, a change in state does not dis- 
turb the theory of causation. 

4. This is proved through our common experience also. Due to the 
natural dispositions a man is inclined to a particular thing. 

5. The fourteen kinds of worlds are the fourteen regions (lohas) . 
Three kinds may mean either gods, human beings and lower 
animal, or the bodies like embroy of three kinds: innate, natural 
and acquired. The latter interpretation seems to be nearer the 
intention of the present author. 

6. Since no being is found without those, we can conclude that 
they are everywhere and the subtle body transmigrates with 
them. Of course, some dispositions are acquired which also fol- 
low in the next 
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(Results of disposition) 


m, 



? 


Opponent : Through the practice of which disposition what par- 
ticular state (or mode of existence) is acquired by the subtle 
body ? 





Proponent : Through virtue is the rise upwards. 

The virtue is already explained. Through the practice of this 
there takes place the birth in the land of gods (i.e. heavenly reigns) of 
eight kinds. 

Through vice becomes the departure (or state of birth) 
downwards. 

The vice is also already explained.(Ka. 23). Through the prac- 
tice of that takes place the birth in the five kinds of land of the 


animals. 





Opponent : There is no propriety (in experiencing) one particular 
land (through a particular disposition) because there is a par- 
ticular state of beings on it. If the causality of a particular land 
is restricted to the dispositions, there would be no low, medium 
and high qualities in the birth, form, nature, favour (i.e. oc- 
cupations) and diseases on the same place. 
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\ih!c|$'im s i <rf§ d>*4^i«c; 3r^?^R: 

5RT 'TorfrT I 

'JRT 'tdfd I 

?TI^T^TSWt: 


*fN 


^TKtS^Wn^: I fl^TWf:, 3 'Iffl^fi! I 3^40^- ^TT- 

33f<T I 

Proponent : A particular land is not restricted through it. On the 
contrary, the word high means the ‘superior’. Through virtue 
there is rise upwards, i.e. ensues a superior birth in gods, men 
or animals. Similarly, through vice is the departure downwards 
i.e. the inferior birth. 



THROUGH KNOWLEDGE ONLY IS ACQUIRED THE 
LIBERATION. 


The word Ca means restriction. The liberation is (attained) 
only by knowledge and not by any other disposition. Thus, the state- 
ment of the other teachers that the isolation ensues through non-at- 
tachment and through (combination of) knowledge and 
non-attachment, becomes negated. 1 



^ ^ TTfcT 


What is the fault if it is held that the isolation of the conscious 
entity ensues through non-attachment ? 


3^- 3 I tiUKPnrHTlIiMrdHa^ I 3ft 

iMIlRrnrMTi: 5reH3*WTt*T: Wtt HMRft 33tft3&UT ftpM 

41 ft I 3 <4q»t I ? *t4l , i'}>4 q>i4qi< u i*t*f fiRi : I q>l4 < hd J l°^4ft{q>l<?t 
f?Tpfr 33ft i dwwi«i 4 i 4 +<uift<*ftRrHdftft I 3*33 ?rt- 

sft w.,3*3 3ftrqfarc¥i37iS?3 ?ft 3rcrl jtftPt «n4q><uift- 

*3%: I OT( I 3T333 ^ 3F^h.F31«Tt ijt^SfRT I 333f#f31S3- 

I fl*Hlrtj4> 5d^ e lliM e l4: 1 

II 'tf# II 


jdMfq'MqftflMH. I r<q Pq 33ft H*£ftq*4t 3fti u nq ,Jt Jt 4q>i- 

fcM^ft ii w n 


Reply : This cannot be (held so). 
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Why? 

Because it is not in opposition to the cause of transmigration. If 
the contact of the cosmic matter and the conscious entity would be 
caused by attachment, their disjunction (or separation) would be 
through non-attachment opposite to that (cause of contact). It is, 

however, not so. 

How ? 

Because it comes into existence after the origination of body 
which is caused by that contact. The attachment comes into existence 
after the composition of body. Therefore, it cannot be considered as 
the cause of the origin of body. In the theory of one holding that the 
liberation ensues through knowledge, in his case it comes to be that 
bondage ensues through absence of knowledge because the latter 
stands in opposition to the former, and it is not that that did not exist 
earlier to the origination of body. Therefore, the liberation does not 
ensue through non-attachment. Therefore, liberation does not ensue 
from (the combination of) knowledge and non-attachment, because 
both cannot be the cause (at a time). Therefore, it is rightly said that 
the liberation ensues from knowledge only. 

Therefore, 

BONDAGE IS INTENDED (TO ENSUE) FROM THE REVERSE 
(OF KNOWLEDGE) 

The absence of knowledge is opposite to knowledge. From 
that ensues the bondage of three kinds : natural, personal and 
evolutional. 
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1. The liberation cannot be attained by non-attachment or the 
combination of non-attachment and knowledge. Non-attach- 
ment rnay lead to knowledge and this only leads to liberation. 
The other dispositions regulate a particular state of birth. 
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(Natural bondage) 

3TT^,^K ? 

Opponent : Through which disposition ensues the natural bondage ? 
6^\- 




Proponent : THROUGH NON-ATTACHMENT (RESULTS) 

MERGER INTO (EIGHT) CAUSES. 

Through non-attachment one merges into eight causes, 1 this is 
called the natural bondage. 

3TTS,^ ^dfl$d1 ^<r^PI3RTHI 3p?T 3Tffd- 

f^PpiT, ^FR^T^TT, ^pfajdT, c m4 c M< (j ! 1 JcTT, 3^l4 c bk u l'JcTT 3i4dHI MRHf %fcl I 
3FT: ^ H ^ dfiwtid: %<R: Wd<^fd 

ddbft ?PT: dd^laftnfapta 1 ! ?f<T I 


Opponent : If there is merger in prakrti through non-attachment, it is 
immediately realised that it is no attachment towards cosmic 
matter. The cosmic matter, composed of three constituents ex- 
isting in the form of the cause, or effect and both the cause and 
the effect, non-sentient and dependent is distinct. The con- 
scious entity which is devoid of constituents is not an effect, 
cause, both cause and effect, opposite (in nature) to that (cos- 
mic matter), sentient and independent. Then, also there is the 
merger in cosmic matter and thereby arises the undesirable 
contingency of absence of liberation. 


<jfK^>T , '5T^rfrRT <T?T ^ 

Wc[i arsTgis^r i i $<r: ? 
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3n¥<T^f'rf^: R I dWI^^cl |Rf I 

Proponent : It is the case "from the opposite’. We shall breake it (ex- 
plain) like this. The opposite of it which is non-attachment fall- 
ing under the section of (satisfactions) and (in the form of) 
notion of highest towards the cosmic matter etc., from it only 
takes place the merger into the cosmic matter and not through 
anything else . 3 Or, in this case also the liberation ensuse 
through the knowledge of distinction of the cosmic matter and 
not through the non-attachment. 


Why? 

Because, as it is already stated that it is not opposite to the 
cause of the birth. Moreover, there would arise the undesirable con- 
tingency of liberation in case of the ‘acquatic ’. 4 Its knowledge of dis- 
tinction is similar (to the one knowing its distinction from cosmic 
matter) because its blemish of attachment has come to an end. This 
is, however, not desirable. Therefore, it is right that the merger in 
cosmic matter takes place through non-attachment. 

(Personal Bondage) 

Opponent : How does the personal bondage take place? 

TT TPT: I 

i <Rnre crlrw^ i \ ^ 

^Rfrf: I 

Proponent : Through attachment abounding in Rajas takes place trans- 
migration (world). 5 


Attachment is the lust for the objects— perceptible and taught 
in the scriptures. Through the attachment to the perceptible objects 
one performs the acts causing the attachment to them. Therefore, he 
is born there in the world . 6 Through the desire for the objects taught 


Karika 45 


317 


in the scriptures one begins sacrifice etc. From that takes place the 
birth in the heaven, etc. This is the personal bondage. A person who 
starts the acts through the desire of the objects — perceptible and 
taught in the scriptures with a view to get these objects, performs the 
acts leading to the undesirable results also due to the strangeness in 
the functioning of the constituents. Thus, the birth in human form or 
in some other state is caused by the attachment. 

(Propriety of the term abounding in Rajas) 

TTct TTTJ: j 

I 



Opponent : The mention of the word abounding in Rajas in the text 
carries no sense because the attachment is caused by that 
(Rajas) itself. The attachment is caused by Rajas only. Hence, 
only this that transmigration is caused by attachment should be 
stated. The mention of Rajas is meaningless. 


I fWt TFT: TT fR- 

I 3FW Ft Wfa^^Hiy^'fl^TFl: XeMWIl 3T 

TTtsfF TTOTTFT T^1T[ I 

Proponent : No, because the object serves as a qualification. This is 
stated so to suggest the meaning that the attachment in the ob- 
jects only is the cause of transmigration. Otherwise, the attach- 
ment of an ascetic towards the practice of restraint, observance 
and meditation, etc., which is abounding in Sattva or the 
attachment to religious discourse would also be for the sake 
of (i. e. would lead) to transmigration. 


(Non-obstruction through supernatural powers) 



Tfttf<STfTc£tspT: | 


I eftfa- 


FROM SUPERNATURAL POWERS (RESULTS) NON- 
OBSTRUCTION. 


From the eight types of supernatural powers, to be atomic etc., 
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stated above, arises the non-obstruction in the respective objects. 
The lust (i.e. attachment) to that is the evolutional bondage 7 

(Absence of knowledge is the root of dispositions) 

I Vidl'cR t )fqci<*ifMfd I 


Opponent : If the three kinds of bondage is caused by three respec- 
tive causes like non-attachment, the statement that the bondage 
is caused by absence of knowledge comes to be wrong. The ab- 
sence of knowledge being a different disposition should have a 
different result. 


3^- i amftdHi fs »trht rjtsift i 

dfafWllcH^IH I 1 fs S^fijcRR I 

R3R*r<fl 3 I 


Proponent : No, because of its being the root-cause. The absence of 
knowledge serves as a (general) cause for all the results of the 
dispositions devoid of knowledge, since all the others are 
caused by that i.e. absence of knowledge. The non-attachment 
of a man possessed of knowledge is not for the sake of (i.e. 
does not lead to) the merger into the cosmic matter. Thus, 
since the others are not observed in case of the great seer, etc., 
and since it is wrong that the different results proceed from the 
same (one) cause, the uncommon causes like non-attachment, 
etc., are postulated separately; the absence of knowledge, how- 
ever, is common and hence there is no fault. 


(Result of absence of lordly powers) 


!|^ || 

^TTWcf: I TTcT^ tydPKHT II II 


II 
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FROM THE REVERSE (RESULTS) THE OPPOSITE 
(THEREOF). 

From the absence of lordly powers results the obstruction op- 
posite to the eight kinds of non-obsiruction like atomic size, etc. 
Thus, after acquiring the eight types of dispositions, virtue, etc., the 
eight types of results take place. Thus is explained the creation of the 
elements and the dispositions. This is postulated as a form and ac- 
tivity of the manifest. We shall speak of the result now. 

(Here ends the eighth discourse and the third chapter in the 
Yuktidipika) 
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1. The eight causes are cosmic matter, intellect, egoism and five 
subtle elements which produce the dissimilar objects. 

2. The cosmic matter is in four forms : cause, i.e. the root cause of 
everything, effect, i.e. the objects which do not produce any- 
thing, both the cause and effect i.e. intellect, egoism and the five 
subtle elements. The fourth kinds is that which is neither the 
cause nor an effect. This may signify the cosmic matter in the 
state of dissolution when it does not produce anything and there 
is only sadrsaparinama (modification into their own form) in 
the constituents. 

3. It does not mean that the conscious entity physically merges in 
cosmic matter; but one is satisfied with the notion that the cos- 
mic matter is the highest principle. 

4. Cf. Y.D. on karika 50. 

5. Attachment is a factor for determining further state of birth. 

6. Man develops intense desire for an object and acts accordingly 
which determines his nature and this serves as a factor leading 
to a particular state of birth. 

7. It is called vaikarika because it is with reference to the vikaras 
(evolutes) of the cosmic matter. Such a man does not ex- 
perience obstruction in his way to get any evolute. 

8. Cf. Yogasutra 2.4 
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(Creation of the intellect) 
1 


Opponent : What is the result thereof. 

i ^ sfd wpw i 

Ifcr JfPPT: ?TOTfofd q#TT:, JfiWdi *r4: W^HTf HOTTPf 

fcd*f: 1 3T«RT Tfcsmt ?fd ^JT: I dPd «'lti4Hd: 3fi*PT- 

TPf: Hrqq<^>l4 HdtptatNK ?PT«f: 1 3T*fdT JTctM^d*': TPf: 1 

Srjd!: I di*F( ? ^f? 7n^-“M^<lf<RVl^W: TT^ff I ddmi4- 


t^TPd I % 'Tt WTt ^ *l*4Pd I dWSfv^JMd: ^ JJt?T#d7fl ^1: JJT^- 
<J3: 1 H^5 * 1ft ^ I dd)5^ Rl4+(H4d4)iKir4Vird: 5R| I 
Hfd^N cTP) I 3f?niM4 ddM^dtj) ^TrSTT^'JJ I ^dl^ldHld 

ift I <mts^tiKddi+(Hld« 3^: I ^ <FRT^ 

*4: I P Rv4^IW: 3RI4rMUsM: ^KsM:, f^«THs4^fd l” ddTS^m: 
^Tf’TtlR fapfa: I ^f.-^l<«m«4HVird.: I fa+lfSdl^d l^fd^fe: I 
FPT 'PPR ftfe I d?T*IT wH^dlirHglMKl'MRr^^l JJdfd #5^7 
fapfa: I Pm^WrPTsSwf^; I 3IPJIHHId4Pd'l'H^rg: I fsFdfd- 

fpfe; I 4MH I 4**(l4 ^<jRP7: *<rlf4*l4l fd’PNlftn- 

Wd: 

Proponent: Which is indeed- 


TH1S IS THE CREATION OF THE INTELLECT AND IS CALLED 
PERVERTED KNOWLEDGE. DISABILITY, COMPLACENCY 
AND ATTAINMENT 


The remaining of the sentence is ‘this is the result of that’. The 
term ‘this’ is mentioned to present before (the listener) the object to 
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be stated. In the expression ‘creation of the intellect' the terms 
pratyaya, padartha and laksana-(all meaning object) are 
synonymous ). 1 The creation of the pratyayas is denoted by the term 
pratyayasarga which means the creation of the padartha of lak^ana. 
Or, pratyaya, knowledge, determination and ascertainment are 
synonyms . 2 This is the creation of that and, hence, is called the crea- 
tion of intellect — which means the effect or function of the intellect. 
Or the term pratyayasarga means that caused by the intellect. That 
which is said to be ‘caused by the intellect'. 

How? 

The scripture also says: since the creation beginning with the 
intellect upto the specific objects is caused from intellect. The 
mahatmyasarira in case of whom the body was produced finding him- 
self alone pondered-oh, I will create the sons who will work for me, 
and who will know me only to be highest or the lowest. From him 
who was thinking like this, five gods took birth from the five main 
apertures. He was not satisfied with the birth of those. Then took 
birth the twenty eight from other apertures opening on sides . With 
the birth of those also his mind did not settle. Then were born the 
other nine gods from the apertures opening upwards. He did not 
consider him successful (or with the object fulfilled) with the birth of 
them also. Then were born the other eight from the aperture opening 
downwards. Thus born from that thinking of Brahma were conse- 
quently called the creation of the intellect or knowledge . 3 That is 
named as perverted knowledge, disability, complacency and attain- 
ment respectively. Out of these, the perverted knowledge ‘is con- 
sidering the object not conducive to welfare as conducive to welfare'. 
Disability is the incapability due to the defect (in the means). Satis- 
faction is the desistance (or to stop the activity) with getting less than 
desired. Attainment is the accomplishment of an object as it was 
desired. For example, when one engaged in the activities for virtues 
and (earning) wealth after leaving the performance of the Agnihotra, 
etc., starts intermixture (of castes by marrying a woman of the other 
caste), it is his perverted knowledge. Disability is the incapability 
due to the defect in means. Complacency is to be satisfied only by 
receiving only whatever is received. Attainment is the accomplish- 
ment of the whole of the- remaining (ritualistic) act 4 Similar should 
b£ stated with referenced the wealth, etc., also. Whatever is that 
fourfold result is called perverted knowledge, etc. 

(Kinds of dispositions) 
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^FVTr^ II II 


^TFTT,^t gwr^WH I U°l^«i I ^T^JT- 

f^Kf Wmf^T f| WfcW *1 If T<fcTC*TR: I WfaftrTT 

W Hrq^l|u|i *Rfar II II 


DUE TO THE MUTUAL SUPPRESSION OF THE GUNAS 
BECAUSE OF THEIR RELATIVE INEQUALITIES, ITS KINDS 
COME TO BE FIFTY. 

The term ‘their inequalities’ means the inequality of the con- 
stituents. The inequality of theconstiluentsmeans the association with 
the state of dominating and less. The term ‘gunavaisamyavimardah’ 
means the suppression due to the inequality of the constituents. The 
notion of distinction (or mixture) amongst the Sattva, Rajas and 
Tamas is in accordance with the dispositions. Due to that takes place 
the fifty kinds of the dispositions. 
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1. The object stands for intellect in the present case. The expre 
sion comes to mean the creation of intellect. 

2. This comes to mean the creation of the modes of intellect. 

3. Here, four refers to perverted knowledge, twenty eight to dis 
abilities, nine to complacencies and eight to attainments. 

4. This is the case of the one engaged in virtuous act of perfor 
mance of sacrifice. 

. 7 


/ 
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(Kinds of dispositions) 

Now we reply how it is stated (that they are of fifty kinds) 
(Kinds of perverted knowledge) 

^ H^wVwini<H)i't|dlPH?l 5fW I ddl^Rl 
arrat fantfawH i 

4)s4 «j«| w>: 1 d«TT 1 

dddl<HR^uj) C Hi|iH'<tid>cMir»lHH|WtdtlNc1ta«ll(i WI'fRl'd? SET 

TT?: ^PTTSmt % ?cf°^ 1 fiTWT: 

'JdldiKH’JS TPTW ’TT’Tft'- 
•fcR'Hfl v iR^><*t4f<;Ri ^T HiM^fyiiH'm^nq. I apt <J MdtllRd- 

dtARtR^rdfadl^^d^^ 3rfipTa^r ( dWIdJ-JwKdt: I 

«TTl) ^ *i*)<ldrtlf'lPi^l: •jttak'K frjsq^ | *j4: <i(|R u lbxc‘<$l<' : ll<’+<- 
u l<?rq(q<l'ii<; ^^TT*T^f?PTf<T ER^TTS. f^P(PtlHTt! < t>k^i- 

mprfS, dWIdj^WIW: I sPtmrmpf ^4- 

wiw: siRrer ?<*rfMfa4 i ^4 ^tt 4 '{4 wk=k ifir ? 

Trtd^*ww^vjjHiRi i trsi^T <ffvm$5!iyflqB 34 iNtfs ttot- 

TFT fmpmTT S>IH) *rfs t t>fVqRj(4 u iiRitiTt> i i4: 1 rT^RT- 

<T f IHIMlRl« *TTS>3 5^5 ^rfMfmt?T: Smf?fd,<TST 5fPTT? ^iR^dRjRl I 
fddRl+M ^ I TtftHlfaB^ WR^R-Hdl!!- 

tfRmOd^taJII+M) d^Hlfa Pdd^rdciH. I d+Hldi4«l<cK: I m°TRTCTS: 

Rrc4m 'j4wssT)5^nPrer farfMtact i ^4 3^4 i4wi<d< 


•T 3 WHM441 4sit wrd(HdRl<ldd«TmdW RHIJNW 4>dRl<Md'ld>T<: 

'f'T: I dWTS'Tft^pf |fd It^mS fmPh^TST ’TSRd I 

There are five kinds of perverted knowledge. These are the error. 
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delusion, extreme delusion, gloom and utter gloom. The first is the 
perverted knowledge called error found in the case of the one who is 
engaged in the act not conducive to the welfare but has the notion of 
being engaged in the act conducive to welfare and thus remaining in 
this lower disposition. 

The cognition of soul in the material form like head, hands, etc, 
as the notion that ‘that with broad chest, white teeth, red eyes, long 
arms is T(the soul)’ the cognition prevailing from beginning that T 
am the hearer, seer, etc., with reference to the function of the organs 
as hearing, touching, tasting, smelling, speaking, seizing, walking, ex- 
cretion, gratification, observing, ideation and ascertainment, is the 
one inferior to the first. 

How is it inferior ? 

To this the reply is : In the earlier case one desiring to know 
(the soul) as distinct from the body and the senses and failing to cog- 
nise so due to its subtlety, wrongly admitting as a proof in postulating 
its elemental notion as established by others or postulating himself 
has not gone so far from the right (path). This person, however, has 
the notion of T in the body in which various forms of origination, 
sustenance and destruction are directly perceived. Therefore, it is in- 
ferior to the earlier. The adherence to the notion of mine with refer- 
ence to the external object is inferior to the earlier. The earlier may 
have the notion of soul in the body because the soul is non-percep- 
tible or the function of the soul is not found separate from that of the 
organs, it is possible. This suddenly comes to consider as soul, the 
mother, father, son, brother, wife, cow, gold (wealth), cloth, shelter, 
etc., which are of different causes, form, place, nature, purpose, 
favour, weakness, birth, sustenance and destruction. Therefore, it is 
inferior to the earlier. Anger is the fourth perverted knowledge. It is 
inferior to the earlier and is said to be gloom. 

How is it inferior to the earlier ? 

To this the reply is-He permits the negation of the earlier ad- 
herence also. When someone gets separated from the external ob- 
ject, the expert when approached speak like this of the world 1 

Having this in mind you think over whether there is someone 
upto now who is not yet separated from his dear one, therefore, the 
intelligent man should not adhere to the external substances, then he 
replies, it is true; the time of separation is short (i.e. the separation 
has just taken place), therefore, the intellect is not controlled . 2 The 
angry man, however, who has the opposite ascertainment due to the 
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adherence to the object imagined by himself, cannot be make to 
desist from it even when punished. Therefore, it is inferior to the ear- 
lier. The dejection of death is the fifth perverted knowledge. It is in- 
ferior to the earlier and is called the utter gloom. 

How is it inferior to the earlier ? 

To this the reply is : the earlier being desisted from the earlier 
adherence when looked with squinting eye does not start reaction (or 
counteracting), but by no one is negated (warded off) the destruction 
which is most certain in the world beginning from Brahma right upto 
the piece of grass. Therefore, the dejection over inevitable death is 
inferior to the earlier. These are the five kinds of perverted 
knowledge . I * 3 


(Kinds of disability) 


3>gl(clVl(H^<l 


I I 

The disability arising due to the defect in the organs is of 

twenty eight kinds. 

‘is* follows from earlier context. Out of them, the defect in the 

external organs alongwith (that in) mind is of eleven kinds. Of seven- 

teen kinds is the defect of the Buddhi . 4 * These are the kinds of dis- 



(Kinds of contentment ) 



II Ws II 


The contentment is of nine kinds and the attainment (is) of eight 
kinds. 6 

Thus, due to the (mutual) suppression (of the constituents) due 
to their inequality result the fifty kinds of the fourfold creation of the 
dispositions. 
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1. Some portion of the text is missing here. 

2. I.e., he has mentally composed himself, but is unable to control 
his sentiments fully because the incident has just taken place. 

3. These are sometimes listed as avidya, asmita, raga, dvesa, and 
abhinivesa. Cf. Yogasutra 23. 

4. These are explained in 49th karika. 

5. These are discussed in karika 50. 

6. These are discussed in karika 51. 
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If we speak elaborately, there are hundred or thousand or even 
infinite kinds of the objects. If it is asked how, we reply, because : 

(Kinds of Ignorance) 

^ ^ TO ^UsMUII: % <tHW)Sgfatf ifc: | ? 'KfajflR- 

*nf$R*r T rcrfaHHH6ii. i 


There are eight forms of ignorance . 

Out of the five kinds of error explained above, there are the 
eight kinds of ignorance. 

How ? 


This is through the notion of higher with reference to the lower 
eight causes in case of one who starts his activities depending upon 
the knowledge of higher. 

(Kinds of delusion) 


fan. ? arefa^^ifai 



WI: I 


qifalfapfa*!: I ^ I ¥ ^ifNt Wit?: mR-H<sMI- 

i 


And of the delusion. 

What? 

There are eight kinds. Through the force of the word*and’ is 
conveyed the sense of T in the eight kinds, viz, atomic forms etc. 
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(really) belonging to the capability of the body. 

(Kinds of great delusion) 

3 refcr$ ^ 

The great delusion is of ten kinds. 

It is the notion of mine in the family of (consisting of) ten kinds 
(of persons), viz., mother, father, brothers, sister, wife, son, daughter, 
preceptor, friend and well-wishers. Or according to the others it is 
(the notion of mine) in the word, etc., (i.e. objects of the senses) — 
perceptible and those taught in the scriptures . 1 That great delusion is 
enumerated as of ten kinds. 

(Kinds of gloom) 

Gloom is of eighteen kinds. 

It is the anger of the one tormented with reference to eight 
kinds of the capability of the body and the (members of) family of ten 
kinds. Or ten kinds of objects of the senses. 

(Kinds of utter gloom) 

W II *6 II 

I ^dirH^iBK^rd I Wl ? SHIldujgfa- 


So is the utter gloom. 

The term ‘so’ is to apply the common qualities (viz. number of 
eighteen in the present case). The sense is that the utter gloom is 
(also) of eighteen kinds only. 

How? 


Because it is the dejection of the one being separated from the 
eight kinds of the capability of the body and ten kinds of family. 

(Further division of error) 

W fwk^I: ?TftmT:l 

snjfag y^dfdrdri.Mr<uid-^w««iwrdi 

I 3m ^ 44l<J(l fa?! ?Td ^ I 

ttft i T&-. i Pm- 

^dmd4d<Nl4u| I iJ,dH!?!<trqir<k|fa %SPT I W 
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WraT oTOM I 



: II *6 II 


Thus, are the five kinds of error; the particular kinds are in- 
dividually defined. In this context also, each cause is of fifteen kinds 
in accordance with the notion of higher in eight causes in the form of 
the Sattva, Rajas and Tamas collected together separately modified, 
individually and collectively. In this way, they became of fifteen, 
twenty and of hundred kinds. As is the case with the one engaged in 
(the path of) liberation, so with the other engaged in the virtue and 
enjoyments. Single object when enumerated elaborately comes to be 
of infinite kinds. This is merely the illustration given by the authority. 
Similarly, should be related to the other objects like incapability, etc. 
Thus, the ignorance of having five joints is explained with details. 
Now we shall speak of the kinds of incapability mentioned after that 
(in the text). 
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1. Here, ten objects are five worldly and five divine objects of sen- 
ses. Cf. Samkhyatattvakaumudi, 48. 
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(Kinds of Disability) 


i I a^Hir^44l^ ^T- 


Opponent : It is stated very broadly and, hence does not enter our in- 
tellect (i.e. is not understood). Therefore, leaving aside the 
kinds stated in the context of perverted knowledge, it should be 
stated as to how the disability is of twenty-eight kinds. 




i <ra*n 

«tifa4ni*«4Hyrei Hjhdl I 

^Tf^f 4) 3 HI, 3fRZf T^RFT, 

I TTO:, c h1^ HK4|R- 


The eleven kinds of the injuries to the organs alongwith the in- 
juries to the intellect are declared to constitute the disabilities. 

The term indriyavadhah means the injuries to the senses. 
These are the absence of activity (of organs) with respect to their 
respective objects on account of the dominance of Tamas on account 
of its connection with the object having its (of Tamas) own impres- 
sion over the Sattva which is in turn of the nature of knowledge. For 
example: 

Deafness, blindness, insensibility of the olfactory nurves, dumb- 
ness, numbness of tongue, insanity, insensibility to touch, palsy of 
hands, impotency, intestinal paralysis, and lameless. Out of them, 
deafness is of the ear, blindness of eyes, insensibility of olfatory nur- 
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ves, dumbness of the organ of speech, numbness of the tongue, in- 
sanity of the mind, insensibility to touch of the skin, palsy of hands, 
impotency of the organ of generation, intestinal paralysis of the anus, 
lameless of the feet. These are the eleven injuries to the organs. 

(Disabilities of Intellect) 




3W4|0||:, tlTOT I <J)<I«h 4 u I 

fcH^: , <T*JT fafa?TSftHdH''M) f^g: I 

JTqHF^SPTT I 

^ I ftra ^ I ^TTS^VJT’I^Tt 

«£f^tJT: I dK$f<faq44«l!S!liddK+l<q: I W <slcr^ VlRb<KlR Vlfd^T^T I 


The others, however, 

Seventeen are of the intellect due to the reversal of contentments 
and attainments. 


Out of them, the contentments are the Prakrti, etc., which are 
to be spoken of later on. There is twofold reversal of them. The ab- 
sence of activity for that state through the yogic practices in the case 
of an unintelligent person, and the knowledge of insecurity in the 
earlier state itself without knowing the highest state in case of an in- 
telligent person, or the same in all the states in case of one who 
knows the soul. Out of them the first is intended to be of the nature 
of inability, the middle is so comparatively. 


How? 


The yogi who is present at the state of the subtle elements and 
is contented upon without conquering the state of asrniia has ac- 
complished super natural powers because he has gone above the 
gross elements. Thus, the yogi who has conquered the asmita is con- 
tented from the standpoint of the intellect etc., and has accomplished 
supernatural powers from the standpoint of the earlier state. 
Similarly, the one situated at the State of intellect, from the 
standpoint of the cosmic matter and from the standpoint of the ear- 
liec State. One situated at the state of cosmic matter, from the 
standpoint of the conscions entity and from the standpoint of the ear- 
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lier. The knower of the distinction between the constituents and con 
scious entity, has certainly accomplished supernatural power. Thus, 
in case of one having not known the conscious entity, are the nine in- 
juries to the senses opposite to ambha, etc. Due to the reversal of 
Taraka, etc., there are eight avataraka, etc. This is the inability of 
twenty-eight kinds. 


(Division of contentment) 

-T: 


The contentment which is of the nature of desisting from the 
effort with the attainment of less than desired due to the satisfaction 
over the object possessed, is of one kind in general. It is of infinite 
types with reference to each object of desire as one is satisfied over 
the hundred and thousand, and so on. In the scripture it is of nine 
kinds because of the nine varieties of the means (of its attainment), 
these are not ascertainable in nature through words with regard to 
the attainment or avoidance of the external and internal pleasure, 
pain and indifference. 





. ■ 
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(Internal contentment) 


<rrai*[ 

3n«iiPH«bl ?Rr ^hi 

Out of them. Four are the bodily or internal called cosmic matter } 
means , time and luck. 


The internal (bodily) is thus : 

The attribution of the nature of soul to the non-soul by a yogin 
who wants to know the distinction between the body and the soul is 
the internal attainment, which means the contentment, satisfaction 
and rest (or peace). 

(Contentment of cosmic matter) 
cTRTT I ^ HKc;i<|hI fa<*l- 



I ^Tcf ? 3Tf^Rt *nfiT 

I <TOT ^ ^llbb 

m- 3T«T ^ | TJU^ I *r 

H^lfq 3ft ufafed *TTfiT I J&W: I 

WTefWT ^RTf^T ^ ddVJ^I ^TTf T5T- 

iIFnfiT | ^ ^ cTO 

dTR^ ^d<iqdd I cT^TT ^ W HSqifcqiKftidbq^l $fe°qi: I 

<TT W ^ <Tr% I H^Rp^R: 

3t^lfiT ^ ^TCfaT ^dfttVThMRuido^W^HWHi 
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Out of them, that which is called cosmic matter is this : When 
one gets rid of attachment and hatered after knowing the cosmic 
matter through direct inference and inference by implication and 
(knowing) that the intellect, etc., come out of that, and thus ascer- 
taining the enjoyership and non-doership with reference to the part 
(of the cosmic matter) which is (considered by him as) neither a 
cause nor an effect because there is the impossibility of evolving in 
the form of intellect, etc., in case of the whole of the cosmic matter 
because the evolutes of the cosmic matter are innumerable. That ini- 
tial contentment is called the Ambha . 2 

Why? 

The cosmic matter appears to he infinite. Since cosmic matter 
serves as a cause of the universe, it fulfills the need of the other 
remaining part, viz., soul through its modifications into the form in- 
tellect etc., because its nature of being universal does not come to an 
end; moreover since the part which is devoid of both the above stated 
qualities and is the experiencer is not destroyed even when the world 
meets destruction. So says the scripture : “ Ambha refers to the col- 
lection of the constituents and the subtle parts of the body. And, the 
constituents are Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. Subtle parts of the body 
are the intellect etc., (and) it is all accumulated here. The cosmic 
matter appears to be unlimited. Ambha is that which is cognised as 
unlimited. That yogi indeed after conquering over (i.e. having at- 
tained) the state of cosmic matter and after seeing everything as not 
devoid of that due to the greatness of that (cosmic matter) and (thus) 
believing in the absence of any category other than that cognises (i.e. 
considers) that state only as the isolation. After being separated from 
the body, he gets merged in the cosmic matter and then returns back. 
At the state of that satisfaction, the other seven modifiables should 
be seen as restricted (or obstructed) from evolution. As in this case 
of the one believing in the cosmic matter ultimate truth there is no 
knowledge about cosmic matter. Similarly, in case of the others (i.e. 
considering the lower elements as the ultimate truth) there is no 
knowledge about the higher principles, i.e. of those considering intel- 
lect as the highest, about the cosmic matter, of those who consider 
egoism as the highest principle, about intellect, of those considering 
subtle elements as highest principle about the egoism. According to 
those, the parts of them (i.e. category believed to the highest) are the 
experiencers, as in the earlier case (of the cosmic matter). Here also 
due to the differentiations of Sattva etc., which are together, in- 
dividual, modified and separated (internally) and put together, the 
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destruction of the ignorance should be understood as endless. 
(Distinction between contentment and ignorance) 


Opponent : The contentment and Ignorance are not different be- 
cause the definition is the same. Contentment is the consider- 
ing of the eight causes (i.e. productives) as the soul. It is 
mentioned as the Tama in the section of Ignorance. Therefore, 
there is the intermixture of the above categories. 


JTCHifr I SFfrT: TOMSHHl) 

PrarjN i fa ^ wifa$fa<t i mate 

3TW^t I 

I fa^l I f% 4lpH^d^l^l- 


No, because it is a particular disposition (or type of 
knowledge). Tama is that when one is taught of the cosmic matter 
and the conscious entity, he would with a view to ascertain the 
knowledge may resort that the cosmic matter is preferable to the 
other two. In the case of contentment, however, when one is engaged 
(in having) what is the highest (principle), one does not want (or at- 
tach importance) to know the other category due to the satisfaction 
in knowing the cosmic matter only . 4 Moreover, because of its par- 
ticular abandoning. The deep-rooted understanding of soul in the 
non-soul is to be abandoned by the state succeeding knowledge. 
Since it abounds in Tamas, it is called Tama. Contentment is, on the 
other hand, tender attachment for philosophy (i.e. philosophical 
thinking), thus, abounding in Sattva. Moreover, on account of the vic- 
tory over the category. The contentment is the inclination to some 
other state by the yogin who has won over that (former) state be- 
cause he has brought under control its power. The other, however, is 
of the nature of adherence only. This is the difference between the 
two. Therefore, there is no intermixture of the categories. Thus is ex- 
plained the contentment called cosmic matter. 

However, inspite of the capability of the cosmic matter, the 
production of objects is not possible without their respective material 
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causes. Since there is no specification in cosmic matter, it would in- 
volve the undesirable contingency of the origination of the objects at 
all the time. In the case of one who admits that this universe is a crea- 
tion of the cosmic matter, (without considering other material causes) 
due to the non-specification in that (cosmic matter) there arises the 
undesirable contingency of origination of cow from the man and that 
of the man from buffalo. Moreover, there arises the undesirable con- 
tingency of the absence of differentiation into various classes. In the 
case of one who admits that the world is a creation of cosmic matter, 
there would be no differentiation (or classification) into classes, be- 
cause that cosmic matter is common or devoid of differentiations. 


(Salila) 

VNMlH I I ^ ^ d>l4<hk- 

uif^tqTcRT d^HloH^TH^fd fcfaT 

I ^4 ^dcnRicl*! ? ftati cffad ?fd I W ^ ^fT TTf^RTI 

^ iff <^1 m fHH’rd i f , *rfd wfcfo” i * 

*dl4d %^TpTfd TJFTTfd ! ^ ^ I ^*Uiq4<l I 


However, the objects are observed to be classified due to the 
material causes. Therefore, it is right to consider that (material 
cause) only to be the cause. When one gets rid of attachment and 
hatred through the philosophy that the soul as an experiencing prin- 
ciple which is (according to him) of the nature of the effect and the 
cause is part of the material cause itself, that is the second content- 
ment called Salila. Why is it (called) salila? 

Because the modification gets merged if there is the material 
cause of that . 5 With this purport the scripture says-Uttering salila, 
salila one takes recourse to the merger of the modified when that 
(material cause) is present (or when it is so), the world gets merged 
in that. That yogi after getting over the earthly element and after 
finding the world as not a void through the greatness of that 
(material cause) and, thus, considering (or believing in) the non-ex- 
istence of some other object considers that state only as the state of 
liberation. And, after leaving the body he gets merged into the earth, 
etc. And, from that he returns back to the universe. 
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(Ogha or Time) 

irfq WtStT 

IcqTft I 3BT«n <JHKHHi 

TnwmfasqfW: ^ I chMrcm4^l)^RlH«'llcl I <JMKH>i44. fep^fiRq- 
wri.^reRt 4U>ii^Rt 5rr=rtfrr i h ^Rkh i ft ^ 

*(Miq. I ^ HlP'WI 'tildl^HI: T^I')l e (H5Kp ; USI< 0 M < 1* J! (l: I «W<- 

oiq. I ^«IWIM*t.rdft4K^r 

<jferttr ?cqf*r*f^ i ^4 ^ 3?fa ?tf5znt ? i 

tTst«?t wwi Jnfarc ^ wjfforefg ^4i^T«n^?fcr, wrc 

«FHt 4 i<^m>1hk, ^farcisfcri, 4N^fwit44^ wifa^-mui, chtt 

WTT Tift ^raf?T I 

44nfea<wi w* Po <fo n 

dWK'toflIHI'-MK'ta: I T3^q 4t4t q^iqf^RT’TR 

WTHWfa ^ I ^ I 

4 ^ i 


And, when (it is realised as follows, there takes place third con- 
tentment) . Even if the capability in the material is present, the 
origination of the objects does not result from that only; on the con- 
trary. Time is needed by those who have the other material with 
them-the sprout comes out of the seed due to a particular period of 
time (season); similarly, the stalk from the sprout, the joints of the 
stalk from the stalk and the origination of the other plant from that 
joint, etc. Otherwise, there would have been the manifestation of 
these particular (states in the plants) within a moment merely 
through the presence of the material cause. Moreover, there would 
arise the undesirable contingency of the origination when the time is 
not suitable. There would be the origination of barley in winter and 
the rice in spring, in the theory of those who hold that the world is 
caused by the material cause only. This is, however, not desirable. 
Moreover, that is not explicitly mentioned . 6 The different adjust- 
ments of nature and behaviour of the beings are observed in accord- 
ance with Time. Therefore, it is verily the cause. When one gets rid of 
the attachment and hatred through such a philosophy that the part of 
that (Time) is experiencer which is neither a cause nor an evolute, 
that third (type of) contentment is said to be ogha. 
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Why is the Time called ogha? 

Because it carries away or drives near everything like the 
stream of water. Just as the stream of water carries away or drives 
near commingling with itself everything like straws, log of wood, a 
stone or being, the Time also carries (or takes) one from embryo to 
childhood from childhood to maidenhood, from maidenhood to 
youth, from youth to old age, from old age to death; as also from the 
seed to root, from the root to sprout. And, it is stated so: 

Whatever first night the man enters into the womb (of mother) 
that night only he sets out (worldly journey) and goes on without any 
return. 


Therefore, due to its similarity to the stream of water, the Time 
is called ogha. The aspirant after winning over the Time and believ- 
ing in the absence of any other entity considers that stage only as 
isolation. And, after getting separated from the body, he enters Time. 
And, from there he returns back. (When a person gets detached 
from realising the following, it is the fourth contentment). 


(Vrsti or destiny) 

*RT 3 FFlft FRT'TFjT'TfrT: 'TFFRJ'ISR* I TFFfF- 

| FFTp? FFH*ilH«f F «fr*qfV 

WlFt I 

F ^ I I F.FFFF 

T: I FFTMrtj+K IR FF'FH / d^^FIH'f.PdP^K’jFt 

' ? I W ft ViMhIMPm ^ft TIFF ^FF- 

'FFTF FFf<T,FF%F F^TT HlP u ni FFFfFFftFFTTFJFF 1 ^!^ FFfd I FFTTitfEFT- 
FPFUWI Tjfe^fgfFFpFFtF^ I FT5FFFT?- * 

FfajRt I FT ft ^PKdrW'fHI'FNdlPd l”FT3?FFFt 7 ft ' 

wrfFRTFIFTF JRRRRliR ijfF %FRTfFf<T ’JFFTfF I F 

ITTcT?F^TFF^T?fiT I 



Even in the presence of the capability of time the origination of 
objects requires destiny. 


Why? 

Because there is no origination even in presence of that Time’. 
Even when the capability in the means, and a particular Time are 
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present, the origination of some (object) takes place and the origina- 
tion of some does not. Therefore, there does exist some other cause 
on which depends the origination and non-origination of the objects. 
Moreover, on account of the undesirable contingency of impossibility of 
the progress. In case of the one desiring (i.e. believing in the no- 
tion) that the result comes out the time only, there would be no 
progress in the particular acts mentioned in the scriptures-such as 
sprinkling with water, (different) vows, fasting and sacrifice etc. 

Why? 

n 

Because of their futility. On the contrary, the progress is there. 
Therefore, the origination of the objects is not caused by the Time. 
Moreover, it is in conformity (to common experience). The par- 
ticular result is observed to be caused by particular destiny only, even 
when, cause, material cause and time are common. Therefore, the 
past dispositions only are the cause. One gets rid of attachment and 
aversion through the philosophy that the part of that only is the ex- 
periencer which is neither cause nor an effect, that fourth content- 
ment is called the vrsti. 


Why is it called vrsti? 

Because it causes all the beings to thrive. Just as the dry stalks 
and creepers thrive after getting rain, similarly, all the beings thrive 
or increase due to a particular change of destiny. Therefore, due to 
its similarity with rains the contentment named bhaga is called vrsti. 
The scriptures also say : 

The vrsti (contentment) and rains are riches depending upon 
a sudden event. That (contentment) like rains increases everything”. 
That ascetic after failing to conquer the destiny and on account of 
the greatness of that finding the world as not a void and grants the 
absence of all other objects, then heiakes that stage only as the state 
of isolation. He merges in that only after getting separated from 
body. From that he returns back. 


(Time and destiny) 


Opponent : Time and destiny are not admitted; because their 
denotations are not thoroughly cognised. It is stated earlier that 
in case of the yogin who is of the nature of (or has identified 
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with) the cosmic matter, the eight causes form the object. The 
elements like earth (form the object) of the yogin who is of the 
nature of (has identified himself with) material objects. There 
is no statement like this about Time and destiny. Therefore, it 


o 

should be stated which element does it denote . 


I I Xft'rftdH. I *T I 


| trrnrew I ^ ^k'yHifdfd 



Proponent : No, because it is already stated. We have already stated 
that there is no element called Time. On the contrary, the term 
time is applied to the activities. It is also established that it is 
the function of the organs. And, the function is not different 
from the agent. Therefore, one identifying himself with time 
believes (or declares with faith) that the sentient object is the 
organs. The name (destiny) refers to virtue and vice. And, it is 
already stated that these are the attributes of the intellect. 
Therefore, the believer in destiny is the one who proclaims that 
the sentient object is intellect. 

an?, n, I I 



Opponent : It is not so, because, it is a different type of contentment. 
The intellect is the cosmic matter itself, (trsti called) the Mahat 
is the detainment in the cosmic matter itself. There is no much 
propriety in postulating that intellect is a different content- 
ment. 

i 3t«rar +i4+rii<iRtlifc- 

wt fTPTt d>MrtXXHI? I X?d¥d 

n?4ts«ifcit wnfafir wwi i afs^T ^ d>4d>K u i in? 



Hdlfdd: nfnftRfT 




arm an?, 
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I <IT^T^«rr r ^MT%''T hRKi: I d*HlP<<^^| I T 3fT^lfa<H*Md*?l- 

*SP*I 

Proponent : The intellect is taken out of the scope of the earlier con- 
tentment . 9 Or, after postulating the activity subsisting in and in- 
dicated by the effect (body) or the senses. With an intention to 
refer to that Time is stated so. And the virtue, etc., are the form 
of intellect, the destiny is different from intellect and, hence, 
one is said to be destiny. Or the time is the external cause. 
Then, the other theorists who take some other object postu- 
lated through their mind as the soul should be understood to 
be refuted. 

Other interpretation: 

The believers in the sentient nature of cosmic matter who 
believe in the cosmic matter, dispositions, hope, etc., as also the 
material cause, time and destiny are the believers in intellect, egoism 
and the subtle elements. That is wrong because it is disproved. The 
causes like intellect, egoism, and subtle elements are not well-known 
as the material cause, time and destiny. Therefore, this is also wrong. 
Thus, there are the four internal contentments. 

(External Contentments) 


fffe: i q ■dra«T4 , wir^^iRirdi«1Ri 

6lf<;fv4i dd^^+d^ I ^cT: ? -M >1 'll I I I'qnPl dlfcfl diHMd 

dlldifq^Ki I q«i<;i6- 

TTS^URTt «l4: <*WI<dl: II 


^d^l* — 

brio'll HUkUfamdfrd II 
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3TW0I: 





^^4 PiMinoti II 

3T«T faW*TFT: I ^ 5T^T 



^prcfarJ^Rt ? 



And the five external are due to the abstinence from the objects 
(of the five senses ). Thus, are said to be the nine kinds of contentment. 

The term ‘and’ is for restriction. The external contentment is 
the getting rid of the blemish of attachment merely by observing the 
faults in the objects, in case of an ascetic who is not advanced in 
thinking over the soul . 10 When one comes to know the defect in earn- 
ing, (he gets an idea that) everything is produced (and hence, non- 
eternal). The persons desiring (for worldly objects) should not 
always engage in earning. Because of their unreal nature, their exist- 
ence is for sometime only - it is already said earlier. Moreover, be- 
cause it is associated with many obstacles. Even without postulating 
the natural subsistence of the object when a favour is shown towards 
earning them through accepting them as presents, that is also wrong. 


Why? 


Because it is associated with many obstacles. Thus, there is no 
means of earning the objects, which is free from obstacles; hence, it 
becomes obligatory to make efforts in removing that (obstacle). If 
that person struggling (for earning money) destroys some person 
presenting obstacles, there will be the contradiction with the scrip- 
tures because of managing for one’s own welfare through injury to 
others. Because it is stated : 

Whatever is disagreeable to one’s own self, one should not 
present that for others. This is briefly the virtuous conduct, the other 
than that is through lust. 

It is stated again : 

The objects (wealth) which come through troubling the beings 
should be left by those who do not desire for that (as it is) the cause 
of spoiling this birth as well as the other births. 

Therefore, after realising the unstability of the bodies of 
all — right from Brahma, because of their being the composite of 
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Sattva, etc., like a pot, the worldly pleasure which is burning due to 
the suffering of other bodies and is momentary (lit. fickle) like a 
straw and a meteor, should not be enjoyed by powerful gentlemen. 

Now, this man is again attacked by obstructions, then there 
regains no object for him . 11 When one attains neutrality through 
the realisation that there is a stock of miseries for the one starting 
working for attaining pleasure, that is fifth contentment called 
sutaram. 

Why is it called sutaram? 

It is called sutaram because through this means people easily 
cross the miseries of the objects; it is when an aspirant after knowing 
the faults, experienced earlier or through their birth, even after earn- 
ing the objects through efforts, puts forth the fault in protecting 
them. 


How? 

The objects are common to all the living beings because the 
relation of an enjoyer and the object of enjoyment is common for all 
beings. Therefore, arrangement should be made for their protection. 
While engaged in that (act of protection) if one debars the others 
from (attaining) them, there would be the contingency of the faults 
mentioned above ; 12 if (one debars) oneself, there is absence of ob- 
jects for him. 


(Suparam) 

I Wf? ftW:, d^lT^i WT 

<lfeP<cj rf ^sTTsf JnfrfR $:<sl ^ 3 d I * ■ H Pfl 0^*4 


When one attains neutrality through the realisation that there is 
a stock of misery only even in case of a man who acts for (attaining"! 
pleasure after fixing the mind upon it day and night, that is sixth con- 
tentment called suparam. 

Why is it called suparam? 

Because through it people easily get over the ocean of objects 
(Sunetram) 

3 Tift T'Nft.Tricf 3T 
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It 


*IHlMWI: IcIMill fc|<l3ft|U||i{J 

^ d<fw 'Jl-MrUR-M-'tJrt 


Xrq^rlUjMMk^^T fe^TT^Tt II 


HWl(jMlfyi»clWrf>Hi I 





II 


(There is the seventh contentment) when even inspite of the 
faults stated above or after making arrangements for protection — 
like staying near the village, city, market and others, the aspirant who 
has protected the objects puts forth or faces the fault of (their) 
decay. 


How? 


From whatever object the embodied beings want to derive 
pleasure, the same object becomes the cause of their non-attachment 
to it due to its destructibility.The objects earned through much 
efforts and protected well belonging to (even) those who hanker 
after them meet destruction even in the presence (of the owner) just 
like bubbles in water. There is in this world no object mobile or im- 
mobile the destruction of which is not observed directly or through 
inference. Therefore, a wise man should turn away with efforts the 
sense of mine with reference to son, wife, house, etc., belonging to 
those attached to the destructible objects. 

When one gets neutrality through this kind of philosophy 
(thinking), that is the seventh contentment called sunetram. 

? 

Opponent : Why is it called sunetram? 



People easily take themselves to the state of isolation.That is 
why, it is called sunetram. 


(SumarTcam) 
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ri*Hlf8.q<4*l**l«J>H*IH«f I 

$1*41011 mRtIN 

<¥idl-HI«resq cWt 77TSE*ft gfe: TJHKfaftTcJ^ I 7J*1T- 



When, however, inspite of these faults one puts forth the fault 


7 - * -1 

of a deep attachment to them. 
How? 


The desire for the object comes to an end in case of the senses 
which have attained the object — that is the pleasure. The desire to 
obtain the objects is a source of misery. The attainment of these (ob- 
jects) also does not evoke peace but evokes the cleverness in the way 
of enjoying them. That is why it is stated : 

When the one hankering after ihe objects enjoys the objects 
continuously, his desires (for it) become more. Then, the man may 
extinguish the forest-fire, but he connot withdraw the senses from the 
objects through enjoyment. Therefore, after knowing that the contact 
with the objects is not capable in withdrawing the senses, one should 
act with absence of attachment. When one attains nuetrality by 
realising this, that is the eighth contentment called sumancam. 

Why is it called sumarlcam. 

It is the good abode of the yogi who is devoid of the attachment 
towards the objects and who is an object of worship. 


(Abhayam or uttama) 
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WRT: Sflrf: I 3T^W^ W, I ftPWT^n^TTS^W ^fMt 
3PT«fT cr*jrt <^i<Ihih i ?rp^’it T nf^sgwRii , T- 
W:^FTf fa Te <1 <; U ^T ^fT fW^R'H) ‘ I ^rq 1^ ffa | 3Hf ^ 

^raT wrl? fcjq«^ cjfig 


flriMM: SI^IWW fkJ^dWfHT^rl: I 



?Wt, ^T wit ^TlHISiwrMcMMftV^ 


W[ ? wi f? MlfuiHi 

It is when he puts forth the blemish of injury in (addition to) 
the faults mentioned earlier 


How? 

Because the enjoyment of the objects is not possible without 
diminishing others’ objects. Enjoyment means the eating of agreeable 
objects; enjoying a woman and travelling on horse, elephant or man, 
etc. Here the injury must be caused to cow, goats, sheep, bullock, 
woman and man, etc., which form the accessories (means) to that (en- 
joyment), by a person desirous of enjoying agreeable objects. Other- 
wise, without causing injury to them there arises the undesirable 
contingency of the impossibility of (getting) the object ; by the one 
enjoying the woman injury must be caused to the other women and 
mother, father, brother etc. Otherwise, there will not be horses, etc . 14 
Therefore, the injury to others must be caused by the one who 
desires for enjoyment, or showing clemency to the enjoyment of the 
objects should be given up. It is state also : 

As the objects of enjoyment increase in case of the embodied 
beings, the injuries to its accessories also increase. Therefore, not 
desiring to cause bodily injury to other beings one should live with 
satisfaction after giving up all property or paraphernalia. The 
knowledge (leading to) the cessation of the darkness of becoming 
(i.e.the world) comes to existence without delay in case of one who 
tells truth, is calm and does not have desire for all the objects (or 
beings). 
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When one gets indifference through realising this, that is the 
nineth contentment best of all called abhayam. 


Why? 


The fear of injury (to himself or to other) is the best of the fears 
in the beings. With the removal of that results the best, (i .e. the fear- 
lessness. 

m, 3(4H<!HU|Wl4Uft ^TtWo^T:, aroftsUWHfo ^ I 

: ? 

Opponent : In case of the contentment of earning and protecting 
also there is the fault of injury to others. The same is spoken of 
here also. How then (you should tell), can be understood the 
distinction between the two? 

i ct^rt 




rRTSWlt I ^ 

^TR^fTcTT: I % WrfallWRi 



Proponent : It is not so, because the objects of two are different. It is 
stated in the beginning that in the case of earlier the desirous of 
objects shows respect to earning and protecting, by that 
desirous man destruction of the obstruction must be made. In 
the present case, however, it is intended with reference to those 
by whom the earning and protecting (has taken piace), (but) 
the experience of the objects is rendered impossible without 
the destruction of the ob: [ruction that (object ). 15 Therefore, it 
is not mixed up. Thus are stated the nine means of getting rid 
of the attachment and aversion to the objects viz., ambha, etc. 
They get the denotation of the word contentment in case of the 
yogins who are devoid of knowledge. In the case of the person 
possessed of knowledge, however, they are called the stages in 
non-attachment and are accomplished in their respective 
stages in realisation. 


KARIKA 50 


1. It is because one is satisfied with the attribution of nature of 
soul to some other element. 

2. Briefly, such a man is contended with the idea that soul is the 
part of cosmic matter itself. 

3. The sense is that since objects composed of the constituents are 
infinite, the ignorance about them is also infinite. 

4. Ignorance is the absence of a right decision after comparision 
between a few things while in contentment one does not want to 
know the other objects after knowing one object and thus con- 
sidering it to be the highest. 

5. The meaning intended is that just as things get merged in water, 
the material objects get merged in their cause. If soul according 
to the above is product of material cause, it would also get 
merged in that. 

6. It is not mentioned that the material cause like cosmic matter 
gives rise to the object in accordance with the suitable time. 

7. The sense is that these acts would be turned futile if it is 
accepted that everything happens in accordance with time and 
requires no other factor. 

8. An object can merge into some other material object only. 
Time and destiny do not denote some material object. 
Hence, the objection. 

9. I.e., cosmic matter is restricted only to the root cause and intel- 
lect is considered as a distinct element. 

10. He is externally satisfied because he does not hanker after the 
objects, but he has not channalised energy for the realisation of 
soul. 

11. The sense is that he gives up his desire for the objects without 
getting them. 

12. It would involve the enjoyment of the objects by causing 
violence to others. 

13. Here starts the description of the next contentment called 
sumancam. 
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14. Here injury is not physical, but also in the form of taking away 
an object from other's use. 

15. In short, through the earlier a man gets detached with an idea 
that the earning and protection of the objects require injury to 
others while through the latter a man gets detached with an idea 
that the enjoyment of the objects is not possible without injury. 
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odlteilldl: I *<dlfll ^t?(‘) u ll5f'i>)cii|sf 1RT: yyi'dd'dlr^fl: ^l^Nldd *H|4 hi«<>^- 

^R5m:Wf^fcT I 

Opponent : The eight kinds of attainments are : (1) reasoning, 

(2) word, (3) study, (4-6) cessation of three kinds of 

misery, (7) attainment of a friend and (8) charity. 

Out of these reasoning is that when one understands the in- 
tended object only through thinking power, without perception, in- 
ference, and verbal testimony. That is the first attainment and is 
called tarakam. Tarakam means that which makes one cross the 
world-sea. When one faces the obstruction in understanding oneself 
and understands through the instruction by the teacher, that is the 
second attainment called sutaram. 

How? 

Because one easily crosses over the world — misery. When one 
is not able to understand through other’s instruction also and ac- 
complishes (the understanding) through study, that is the third at- 
tainment called tarayantam. It is called taryantam because it does not 
turn away from the act of causing to cross even now and because of 
its causing to cross the great object. These are the three means 
through which the beings beginning from Brahma attain the desired 
objects. It is stated aiso : “The seers had direct insight into virtuous 
conduct. They handed through oral teachings the hymns to the later 
generation who were destitute of the direct insight into virtuous con- 
duct. The later generations, declining in the (capacity of) oral com- 
munication compiled this work as also the Vedas and the auxiliary 
vedic treatise in order to understand their meaning,” Bilman means 
to illumine, it is stated to be the particular hint for the right illumina- 
tion (understanding). 1 To destroy the obstructions in these means of 
accomplishments are the three kinds of destruction of miseries. The 
miseries are of three kinds — bodily, etc. 2 Out of them, after destroy- 
ing the bodily miseries like wind, etc., which stand as the obstructin 
in the attainment, through the acts prescribed in the Ayurveda, on 
one accomplishes the (knowledge) through any of the three men- 
tioned above, that is the forth attainment called Pramoda. 

How? 

Because the beings which are devoid of the diseases feel happy. 
However, when one accomplishes the knowledge through any of the 
three mentioned above after destroying the obstruction caused by 
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living beings in the accomplishments, like man etc., through the 
means like those in accordance with the duties of an ascetic or with 
giving gifts, etc., that is the fifth type of attainment called pramudita. 

How? 

Because one who is not grieved, is happy . 3 However, when 
after destroying the super-natural pairs (of opposites) like cold etc., 
given by gods and serving as the obstruction in the accomplishment, 
through following one’s natural duties, accomplishes (the 
knowledge) through any of the above three mentioned, that is the 
sixth attainment called modamanam . 4 


How? 

The beings not afflicted by the pairs of opposites feel happy. 
Acquisition of friends (is the next). When one attains the absence of 
doubts after taking recourse to some good friend who is thoroughly 
happy, that is the seventh kind of attainment called ramyaka. In this 
world the contact with a good friend is pleasing. To designate the 
term ramyaka is used in the sense of ramyka (pleasing) Itself. (The 
next is) bestowing gifts. When after overcoming the bad luck through 
bestowing gifts one accomplishes (the knowledge) through any of the 
three, that is the eighth attainment called sadapramuditam. The one 
having good luck is always pleased. Therefore, the alleviation of bad 
luck is the ever-happiness. 


Thus, are explained these eight attainments. Therefore, since 
one accomplishes the desired object by taking resort to them, the one 
desirous of following the way handed down through earlier 
authorities should be inclined to (accept) that path. 


(Curbs for attainments) 








Opponent : What is the reason that even when the purpose of the 
conscious entity as the aim of the constituents is the same, one 
experiences the attainments also as the cause ? 


3^ — 


ii m ii 
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I I <t f? ^ 5 TT: 

fgq^rR*?R: i ar«^1k45 1 <r fl i i 

I ^tf^KTRqH: | <TTFFT- 

f^5 i ^is ; -iiferM^iqr^HiraH4^i^rn»^rM: 5rf<Ri^r 

?RT^^^T^4^TftrRs^fiT I 3Rr ^dti^ ?||R>lfa*T ?Rt I 
Proponent : Because 


The three preceding the attainments are curbs . 

Accepting the capacity in general of attainment of the object to 
be attained the author has stated of the attainment (in singular ). 5 
The above mentioned perverted knowledge, incapability and con- 
tentment are the curbs as they work like a curb because they have got 
the commonness of preventing . 6 The current of attainments always 
flowing from the cosmic matter does not reach all the beings as it is 
obstructed by perverted knowledge, incapability and contentment. 
On account of perverted knowledge (the attainments are obstructed) 
in the immovable objects. They are mainly of the perverted 
knowledge by nature . On account of incapability (it is obstructed) in 
the beasts. They are incapable by nature and have their current of at- 
tainments horizontal. Contentment is (the obstruction) in the gods. 
They have the current of attainments upwards (and) are contented 
by nature. The men have their current of attainment downwards and 
(try to) attain by nature. Therefore, they proceed towards taraka, etc. 
All the human beings do not accomplish all the attainments always as 
they are obstructed by perverted knowledge, incapability and con- 
tentment because there is the rule of the relation of principal and 
subordinate in case of the Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. Therefore, it is 
stated that there is the above mentioned threefold curbs of the at- 
tainments. 


(Attainment removes perverted knowledge, incapability 
and contentment) 

w ^ ftifefM Rm 4 ^i<Ihih i ttt 

J HVtlifa JTT’WT: 

twmuiMi Pl4)'jHkU 
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As the perverted knowledge, incapabilities and contentment 
are opposite to the attainments, so is the attainment to the perverted 
knowledge, etc. When that (attainment) originates, it dispelles all of 
these. 

How ? 

It dispells the perverted knowledge as it is the non-perverted 
knowledge; it dispells the incapability as it is not obstructed in case 
of the objects of past, future and present, situated near or situated 
away, perceptible to the senses and those beyond the reach of the 
senses; it dispells the contentment at all the stages as it leads to the 
perception of the conscious entity different from the evolutes of the 
cosmic matter . 7 Thus are explained the current (of attainments), the 
vital airs and the sources of actions. Taking recourse to these in the 
way of (spiritual life) one attains without delay the highest attain- 
ment, i.e., the liberation. It is stated also : 

By applying the sources of action alongwith the sources of 
knowledge in a right path and on account of the purity of the current 
(of attainment), one should behave with the mind free from attach- 
ment. 

Here ends the ninth discourse of the Yuktidipika. 
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1 . Cf. Naigamakanda of Nirukta. 

2. For the miseries and the means of alleviating them see 
karika 1-2. 

3. When one is free from bodily miseries and is free from the pains 
caused by other beings, one is still more happy than the former. 

4. In this case one is free from the miseries caused by gods also in 
addition to the above two, viz., bodily and those caused by other 
beings. 

5. Though attainments are of eight kinds, yet the author has men- 
tioned them in singular in the karika. It is through taking their 
general purport of attainment of objects without considering 
the specifications. 

6. They prevent a man from realising the highest aim of life. 

7. Contentment is the chief obstruction to the discriminative 
knowledge of cosmic matter and conscious entity because an 
aspirant is satisfied at some lower level and does not aspire for 
the discriminative knowledge. 


KARIKA 52 


(Interdependence of subtle body and dispositions 
and two kinds of creation) 

^ i aforctarai- 

#°ri RyrdHRl: I ^rctWRlYuil^MTl: I Jflfliw ^ «rR^T*TT% PlPlTlRtHl- 

w^T^RKHHlft I WI 

^5 |f<T I sirapj 311?- <lf§ 


Wlflf^Wlf^lT Sfl’O'iy.rMK^Pd I N<Rlfol*HM)di <J 

I 





fiUlPtiW rH'MRnf'T^TT I 

^IdlOUWWI^fsM: 3ra^?nf: II w II 

r<H^iKs4l *nwra «rafcr i 'praqr-^t 5 

3lfI^RefOT: I <1W^ fS*TT ¥>f: 3lfI^RcTOTt *ITWI€ I ^li 3 
T4t: •«>K<J|Hk‘l°‘W>PlceU (^t \%) HfafafedH I %Sft 

^ Tfliw pPlTf : — “tmfaHifa +Kc( «||<i|t|HW mfourd" ^IH^dtMR+cTHI- 
^Rlfe I 3R*P{? cTT^fV^K t33Fl tPlfcrefalTH. ? 

RKHH*4<1 I dWKft+U’HMlHfHTTl fS^IT ¥>f: I ?? UlO'lHRl’ra; «Flf*foT- 
r Rt«iRT^ u ii^(5ti<titi fg*Rt: 't^Rrqfl: Hi u <oR;fq' : t>d})S? J I *rRt, ^ Rrt- 
^PTfscqfg^ qrtf 4+iHMlaicTSMrg -HHsrf ^RiRi 1 1 ^ n 

Thus is explained the statement made above that the evolution 
is brought about by the union (k. 21). There prevails the difference of 
opinion among the authorities in this context. Because the virtue, 
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etc., do not arise without the body and since there is no possibility of 
some other cause for the body in the absence of virtue, etc., both of 
these are beginningless. Therefore, the creation is the same ; it was the 
same in the period of past and future periods of time as it is at 
present. The (present) authority says : It is not so. On the contrary, 
there is no possibility of virtue, vice, etc., because they are the forms 
of intellect and because intellect is the evolute of the cosmic matter. 
Then, with the purpose of the cognition of word, etc., and the cogni- 
tion of the distinction between the constiments and the conscious en- 
tity which is different from that cosmic matter, the Sattva, etc., 
remaining situated in the form of intellect egoism, subtle element, 
senses and the gross elements produce the body of the great seers 
and Hiranyagarbha, etc. And at the time when the six attainments 1 
have been destroyed, there proceeds the cycle of the world following 
function of the Rajas and the Tamas due to the variegation, suppres- 
sion (and dominance) of the constituents. 2 

There would be no subtle body without the dispositions . 

The remaining sentence is that it (subtle body is) in the form of 
god, man and beasts. 3 

There is no accomplishment of the dispositions without subtle 

body. 

The accomplishment is intended in the sense of the production. 

Therefore, creation proceeds in two ways — the subtle body and 
the dispositions. 

The evolution called subtle body and that called dispositions 
takes place at the time after the destruction of the six attainments. 
The body in the form of the adhikara (office bearer like Brahma 
etc.) 4 are produced just immediately after the cosmic matter. There- 
fore, the creation is of two kinds : of the form of the bodies of the 
office bearers and of that called dispositions. The theory of those 
who hold that the virtue and vice, and body are mutually the cause 
and effect, is refuted through the statement ‘the cause is the 
unmanifest . In the case of the Samkhyas who state that the initial 
activity of the cosmic matter is due to the virtue, vice and authority 
(or inherent capacity of constituents to evolve), the supposition one 
of these serves no purpose. 

How? 

If the authority (or inherent capacity of the constituents) is 
enough for the initial activity of the cosmic matter, what is the pur- 
pose of virtue and vice? If it is argued that the above two have 
capacity for the initial activtiy of the cosmic matter without the (in- 
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herent capacity of the constituent) in this case also what is the use of 
authority (or inherent capacity of constituents), (Because) the 
capability for initial activity of the cosmic matter is in those two only. 
Therefore, the creation is twofold caused by the inherent capacity or 
constituents and the dispositions . 6 Just as the body which is un- 
divided (in itself) may be divided in case of the activities leading to 
virtue, wealth, enjoyment and liberation and, hence, there are the 
postulations of hands, etc., similarly, the creation of all the beings 
without division may be capable in the (different) acts leading to vir- 
tue, wealth and enjoyments. 
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1. These are explained latter on. 

2. The rajas and tamas start dominating the objects and, hence, 
the deterioration in everything starts. 

3. It is because the nature of further birth is determined through 
the dispositions or the subtle body. 

4. Adhikara in Samkhya-Yoga is a technical term denoting the 
very capacity of the constituents to evolve in the form of the ob- 
ject. In the present case it seems to denote the body produced 
out of the capacity of the constituents. 

5. The sense is that the ultimate cause is the cosmic matter only 
which automatically evolves without standing in need of some 
dispositions, etc. Therefore, virtue and vice do not serve as the 
cause in initial state of creation. 

6. The former works for the creation of the elements while the lat- 
ter is useful for transmigration as it determines the nature of 
further birth. 
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(Creation of the living beings) 

TTT^K^cFfgSl: 

I 3TETJ^Rt5B*K I cTO«fT¥lR- 
i Mnfag qssrcr M^-q^iqftrafofr- 
W^TT: I Hl^skfa*!: ^ I ^ ’JrRnff^'T:, 

3n^(^<-4lwird ? 3^m-R+cqNiqw}^m^ yqHHi«wM'<i<i 1 arc 3 

Wi(d«b: II ^ II 


fa>*[. ? ■s'hRk ffif qiqq^ta: I <HiHI 

TT^qrf^^Tct i Hi^ii ^ 

3iH^Hiqi<i|(i i (iwsiwt ’jWTfsqfc^ n ii 


i r<K»iw*4i- 

3S ftW>u|IMr<VqHH 


The divine beings are of eight kinds ; that of the lower beings is 
of five, and that of the human beings is of one kind. 


The expression ‘of eight kinds’ means ‘of whom there are eight 
kinds’. ‘Of eight kinds’ means ‘of eight varieties’. They are Brahma, 
Prajapati, Indra, Pirt Gandharvas, Yaksa, Rakses and Pi£aca. The 
animals are of five kinds: cattle, wild beasts, birds, reptiles and immov- 
able objects. That related to human beings is of one kind only, be- 
cause there is no possibility or propriety of some other species in it. 


Question : Is the creation of beings of these kind only, or is there 
some other kind also? 


Reply : There are the further kinds of these only due to the differen- 
tiation found in the classes of various places. 1 This is however, 

Briefly the creation of beings. What (does it mean) ? ‘Is taught’ 
is the remaining sentence. There, those of the celestial beings is due 
to the differentiation into sadhya, Marut, Rudra etc., of the lower 
animals due to the differentiation into tame and wild, etc., of the 
human beings due to the difference into Brahmana, Ksatriya, Vit and 
Sudra. The difference in the plants would be endless if stated in 
details. Therefore, the creation of beings is stated in brief. 

1 . There may be some internal differences among these, but they 
are not taken into consideration, as it is explained latter on. 
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(Division of creation into three justified) 


3nS, I 



ffir ftfNt 'pni 


I *Hldi fa $ I dWlfft+WWlt ^artnfn I 

Opponent : The other kinds also should be stated, because of the dif- 
ference of the aperatures of life. The difference into beings is 
taught here as threefold into gods, human beings and lower 
animals. The apertures of life are, however, told as four. There- 
fore, the others (remaining) kinds should also be stated. 

3^-H, | I T3ffapTT 

3|qlq-<4l<W: | d4)q§<1lRq4q'<ald4l I I 

Proponent : No, because of the capacity of their inclusion into the 
qualities of the constituents. Those whose apertures open up- 
wards abound in Sattva. Those whose apertures open 
downwards abound in Rajas. Those whose apertures open on 
sides and those possessing the main aperture abound in Tamas. 
Therefore, these (last) two are mentioned without difference. 


(creation in upper order abounds in Sattva) 





Objection : The demons also should be mentioned. Or, the mention 
should be made without differentiation into gods, men or lower 


animals. 
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1. The objector means to say that the enumeration iu not correct 
as it does not apply to demons, etc., because they are not in- 
cluded into any of the above. If such a differentiation is not 
desirable, the differentiation into gods, men and beast should 
also not be accepted. 

2. It is because all of them represent the artists. 

3. The fourteen kinds are : eight kinds of divine or celestial beings, 
five kinds of lower animals and one kinds of human beings. 

4. The three kinds are those stated above as abounding in sattva, 
abounding in rajas and those abounding in tamas. 
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(Pain caused by old age) 

3T5T SlIHlfd 1JW: I 

-jHIfd HfU|$d oKIHt'JtydH I ^Rl^t ^TT^I«rr ‘WldtPld'lldddH, 
d u SH'd') lJ l ’dStt-H u iird cc tH^fd: ( d^Ps(*ll u H fq'tql ( t't)*)'q*tH®f ,: ( J H'd'd'+l+tSTT- 
^T, Ml^i«T, <VHHWR*H^H, ^f^EFTf^otll^Ky J () JRT 

fiPdRc^Hlft I 

Here, the sentient Pitrusa experiences the pains caused by old age 
and death. 


The expression caused by old age and death refers to pains 
caused by old age and those caused by death. The pains caused by 
old age, are like the wrinkles on body, incapability in the activity of 
walking, etc., without the stick, incapability of the senses in the enjoy- 
ment of objects, excessive breathing, the turbidity in eyes due to the 
water coming out of them, falling of the teeth, deformity in com- 
plexion, break of continuity in utterance, dull memory, etc. 

(Pain caused by death) 


Ht u l«t>dHfH ’JP^Kldi ^'tMdPdMSraT 

I ^f^nRl'-dldPt+KW^W^- 

*tdHH6 u Wttdi ^ M6 u IH'i5ll«1>K yt-Mq[c(H<ld 'd'lMdl I 

rperm MMniwi sRspm: RrirtcRit wr ^ 

I ?WT dldir<^«llcH(iM'drddli^Md>Ko!JirV: 5fW?WTO^#5^RT: 

tHfilcil^PM <Hi^ SldlOtRl^ tl , ng^'ct»IHI^d|rHM^IIcM+l4+tuit- 

^Mlui^k^PM *JjRW?P% <Td'd'-4TP-iWdaiH i «t{'<VirdVI^HIi!: 



*TSJ<*tRT: 


^dd^^Rr i 


TRTt^MlrhHMI^ui 3R WTR!f<T JTI^lRf 
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The pain caused by death is like the desisting of the union of 
the earth, etc., in respect of the situation in the form of the body, and 
their desisting from the favour of giving scope to the body caused by 
the collection of the activities (of various limbs) for bringing out the 
difference in the nature (of many objects). Due to the deformity in 
the substratum of the senses, the word, touch, form, taste and smell 
are not cognised as they exist, and they are cognised as they do not 
exist as also the cognition of all the objects not in conformity with the 
object or as included (in other object) or contradictory (to the ob- 
ject), for example, cognition of devils etc., in place of the part of the 
disc of the moon from south and of the whitish sky, etc., r Similarly, 
having many kinds of diseases arising of non-balanced proportion of 
air, etc., suffering from destruction of all the functions of the senses, 
becoming loosened of all the limbs, looking of the eyes as red, yellow 
and full of water, with the joints of the inner vital parts as looking er- 
roneously burning and breathing, not finding any protector in the 
worlds even when the worlds are with Brahman (as the protector of 
all) while looking in all the directions for water, with the knowledge 
brought near one’s own body (i.e. self centred), due to the knowledge 
of soul (in the body) due to the attachment, etc., for much time, 
remembering of himself and of own kith and kins in the attainment of 
faint memory (of past), he becomes deprived of the ten kinds of 
family — this is the misery caused by death which is must, most pain- 
ful to all the beings, unproduced, inevitable and lasting for indefinite 
time, which is called utter gloom by the high souled and the great 
seers. This misery is observed in the conscions entity due to its as- 
sociation with consciousness because there is no possibility of con- 
sciousness in the joints (stated) of the elements, viz., cosmic matter, 
intellect, egoism, subtle elements and the gross elements. Having 
considered this it is stated by the authority that the sentient con- 
scious entity gets the misery caused by old age and death. 

(Pain caused by birth need not be mentioned) 


3TT^, I ft WWW W: 





(TO- 


Opponent : Mention should be made of the misery caused by birth 
also. As the old age and death cause great misery to the soul, in 
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the same way the birth also (causes that). For example, it 
experiences the misery caused by birth as it remains with the 
body covered with the outer skin in the belly of the mother, 
covered by dirt, with the limbs troubled because of the impos- 
sibility of the required pleasure, remaining in the (small) recep- 
tacle of the size of bruise only, troubled by the eating, etc., of 
the mother, after experiencing the misery of remaining in 
feotus and afterwards coming out of the contracted hole in the 
two bones, with the body covered with urine blood and uterus, 
and troubled by the touch of the external air and the hands 
comparable to a sword, incapable of conveying the self- 
experienced misery present in his own body, and troubled by 
postulating the pleasure, pain, in other one the analogy of his 
own and troubled by strong limbs and thus accumulating 
various miseries one experiences the misery of birth. There- 
fore, that should also be mentioned. 





Proponent : No because it is not applicable to all. The misery caused 
by birth takes place in case of human beings and lower animals 
only not and not in the case of gods. 


How ? 


Because their body originates only within a moment like a flash 
of lightning. 2 The misery caused by old age and death does not cease 
to be for them also. Therefore, this only is mentioned prominently 
and not the other. 

I ^ f? WTO 



Opponent : It leaves no contingency for the mention of the other, be- 
cause the case is similar. The old age or death is not heard with 
reference to the places of gods. Therefore, on account of its 
non-applicability to all, there arises the undesirable contingen- 
cy of the non-mention of these two also. 
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^cTCRf l<rlM^«4dl I 

qfi ro ai rf l «T«ilum*tM>< 11 


i hr — mi *reft pi m- 

*?fa SRRfag *cT$fa ’PnFTT !” <w\ 

I STR: I <TOT “5RRf<T°f ^TRTR TT% cjft^- 

T^TWRTftT, ^T TtfHRRfaT^Rf I dl r ^H^^*IHI u llPi I dfHl^ RR'J^R- 

mu i HH^Nd i r gp^<t i ^Ts^t^- 

^ W*T % iH<ffMIH)Pd I TT ^TtS^FTTcl I 

W $ #it TRT ^MIH *FT I *T I 

SRNcn 3RT«R I ^SqlcjlrH^d r^TScTt Rtwtfft I 

wN: I <T WTSWlt oqlnqi 

F<c*Jlft l” ^RRkT I R*JT H<<M$d ^TRTWHW^- 

’TRT | cWT “^RT S ^T M*<Vl^raifH 3JTHWlPl 

¥^f^R^^RTI dd<Mftiv£dl«d d^d^l^H I W^TRT 

T: I ffoT: RRfl^fd l” %cTfM ^TSR^RT golf’d 


?RRT 

i 3<idi°wrar*i i 3 ?«i41<i«uihm2|c| i&m{ i 3nf^r^M ^t 
^tT^: I I R ^iRRPRt I ? <RTfa 

UTf^R^m J<IS<0| Rl^c^ri^L MR^nTip5<rHrfi^ I H fl4'^FR- 
I ft ^HsIMIHIW ^TTVTW{ I 

i g 3r-^fl*L ^f^Rt i w«iqr43 

^RTft 'd<IH(Vl«f>d 5^ ^ I 


No, because of the statement of the smrti. Old age is that which 
meets decay, thus it conveys decay. That takes place in the place of 
gods also. 

Why? 

Because it is stated : 

In case of the beings falling from the world of gods there takes 
place close clinging to Rajas, deformity in the limbs of the body, and 
their blooming becomes fade. 3 

There was, the decay of the body of Sakra, etc., due to the fact 
of mention of the disease with reference to them. It is stated : It is the 
tvastrTyam chant. It is not that Indra though toiling hard could not 
make all the beings sleep, he made them all sleep with this chant. 
The air of Prajapati met destruction. There was the destruction of 
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soma due to the curse by Dak§a. Thus, Prajapati gave his daughters 
in the form of the Naksatras to the king Soma. The Soma stayed with 
Rohini only. Those ignored Naksatras went back (to Prajapati). 
Therefore, when not approached by them he (Soma) goes back to 
him Prajapati. He requested him (Soma) that they should also be 
given to him. He did not give them again to him. He said I will give 
them to you again if you stay with all equally. He stayed with Rohini 
only and for telling that lie he became sick. The King Soma is the 
moon itself and the disease which associated with the King 
originated as the disease of the King. He dried up like a piece of 
grass. He approached Prajapati. He (Prajapati) told, if you stay 
equally with all, then, only I will release you from that. Therefore, the 
moon stays equally with all the Naksatras. Therefore, there is the 
misery caused by old age in the place of gods also. There is the 
misery caused by death due to entering the interior of the earth in 
case of them who are born there; Yayati is the example of that. Thus 
is stated in the Gopath Brahmana, there were fifteen hundred gods. 
They decreased due to their sin to Brahma. Then there were only 
thirty-three, that is stated through the verse also. Out of the fifteen 
hundred brothers the thirty three gods only remain. The remaining 
disappeared. 

In the ^vetaranya also there is the misery caused by Rudra to 
Antaka. 

Or because it is merely an example. Or it is merely an example 
of the misery. Or the elision of the word ‘etc*., should be stated (as 
intended here ). 4 The misery caused by old age and death is intended 
in the form of the example, and not some other misery. 

Why is it so? 

In that case also we can postulate through the power of words 
the elision of the word ‘etc.’, on account of its being an example. It is 
not so, because that (misery caused by old age and death) is the 
abode of all the miseries. The misery caused by old age and death is 
the abode of all the miseries, common to all. 

How? 

Because it is a cause of misery to the relatives and mends also. 
It is not so in case of that (misery) caused by birth, because it is the 
cause of happiness to relatives. And because in the world beginning 
from Brahma upto the blade of grass, no one rises above the misery 
caused by old age and death. 

(The world is full of misery) 
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I Rn^i T faq4<l dl4<;q*q cJSsft' 'Tf^cT- 

^ ^r f? ^Auriq ^r^r i 

^ 3iw^«?ls^toirdvi4lMM^: i <rc*ra 
I cbrHWcfMTcl i '^hmR^wh 

T»=HT^nT^3f^^HHlcHl^|w|MT^M^:,^frnFlt ^iPtont- 

^ftcT^I^MMRi: I *Kc=W<h ^ ^^tfH'll^fHVIMHI 

sHW^Kf I dfHWlffcl 

m W fd^lHWR ^5arF^fe^T qqftdo M %T Rl^*4«lcM-<fl- 

I cRt ft ^4^HIH^M^IH: I MWf ^ I 

3T^rm cT^T^rra' I^S^gqTTcT: ^RTTc[ H Va ii 


Up to the time the subtle body does not retire. Therefore, briefly 
speaking misery is (found in the world). 

Because the small pleasure is pervaded by that (misery). 
Misery must be there as long as the subtle body does not retire, there 
is the possibility of (birth in) other worlds one after the other on ac- 
count of the capability of the past impressions. Thus, it is stated: 

The pleasure, pain and doubt are entertained (experienced) at 
many places in accordance with the occasion (or in succession ). 

If it is asked how the pleasure is pervaded by misery, (we 
reply), because of the possibility of impurity, decay and surpassability 
right from the (world of) Brahma. And, because that (possibility) is 
the cause of misery (It is known through the following). : because the 
disease of eyes is heard in case of ^rajapati, because of the trouble of 
sexual desire in case of Indra, because of the defeat of Gautama and 
because of the attainment of the state of stone in case of Rambha 
through the curse, because of the trouble of Sarpasatra to the ser- 
pents, and there is the attainment of the state of elephant in case of 
Vaisravana on account of the curse of Yaska, because of the stay in 
hole in case of the parents of Jaratkaru, because of banishing the 
PiSacas through the use of vedic chants, medicines, and auspicious 
things, and because the human beings and the lower animals are 
directly observed to be the abode of misery. Therefore, there is no 
place in the world where misery may not approach the soul present 
with the subtle body, and hence such a means should be known 
through which the absolute destrnction of the subtle body takes 
place. From that only takes place the cessation of all the miseries. 
The term ‘briefly’ is used to give scope to the (existence of) pleasure 
and indifference also. Otherwise, there would have been accepted 
their absence in the world. 
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1. The sense is that due to the deformity in the material com- 
ponents of the body one gets psychologically disturbed and thus 
does not cognise the objects truely. 

2. The gods do not undergo the above process in the origination of 
their body. 

3. It is the misery of death in them. 

4. The word ‘etc.’, should be understood as occuring in the karika 
but elided. 

5. The na in the text become meaningful only if we punctuate the 
original sentence in the following way — parikalpayitiunidamiti. 
Ucyate-nciy sarvaduhkh aspadatvat. Pandeya and Chakravarti do 
not give comma aftei na, which makes the sense of the text just 
opposite of what the author intends. 
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(Creation meant for conscious entity; 

3URWT: II II 

-H'T-HHin-d sjtcTCfW I ^ McMIHIMl4 I 

3)Uc|ir<Hni^ '^8il% I X<$Rl<$><1 ^Ti>Jq|R;<J><t: I »q4<1 ffif I 

^ xq«4Ri f<F tiff xq4<i nqn-ttui ^ I 

tsfrqT <KlP*KPM ^T'TfcfWJ^n *T^T | faRffl a^lR^MI I W TO:, 
ffl^Pn h4cii fl% I drq'pf^iqiOH f^rPRt Pimhi 4 ItcqiHiq qrtlftl I amoHl 
H*<lP<»4=IUs4l «Rff?^dlls4l °4lHlP<: I ^ 5?? Jffil fTOt^f: I 

<1^4 MPd^lPd^^T^ I «4|i*m(4+KPw«SI4l: ^4vi^ft<W>i$l)'M u ll4fH- 

<*t 4: 1 ^T4fWTO4 SIK^T: I «w4«t>i< u i 1 TI^T I dT q>i4*q 

f^jit i $P^iuiwMMPcmiuii ^^H^j'yHPdd.Ki^ii ^r4fro i 

<{<4 ^ '■HrdUolWHWi rf TOI3 ^Mto?T«444: M<w1m<*|Rc^H I H 


i ft <rf§TO«f n«in*m«i: i *iwwiP<P<t 


Thus, after duly explaining the evolution, the seer states sum- 
marising the same: 


This evolution (of three kinds) called the evolution of elements, 
evolution of objects , and the evolution of mental dispositions brought 
about by cosmic matter itself proceeds for the emancipation of each 
conscious entity (and thus) for other's sake (though appearing) for the 
sake of (cosmic matter) itself 

Through the mention of the word ‘iti’ (the author) suggests end 
of (the discussion about) evolution. Through the word ‘esa* the (sub- 
ject matter) already stated is intended again for the sake of con- 
clusion. The term ‘brought’ out by cosmic matter means that which is 
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done by cosmic matter. Through this (is suggested that) for the pur- 
pose of ending the discussion the existence of cosmic matter is al- 
ready established through the direct inference and the 
inference-by-elimination. The negation of the atom, etc., is intended. 
It (the evolution) is brought by cosmic matter and not through some- 
thing else like atom . 1 Through the word ‘proceeds* the (author) 
states continuance of the activity. It has neither finished its activity 
nor will it undertake the activity in future. On the other hand, the ac- 
tivity is going on in the form of the bodies, etc., of infinite souls and 
also through mutual favour (i. e. to both cosmic matter and conscious 
entity ). 2 This kind of activity is never of the form of past or future. 
On the contrary, it is in the form of presence, as in the case of ‘the 
rivers flow’, ‘the mountains are there*, etc. Through the expression 
‘the evolution of the elements, beings and mental disposition’, the 
author names (those) earlier stated to conclude. ‘Of the element* 
refers to the intellect, etc., ‘of dispositions* refers to virtue etc., and 
of elements to the sky, etc. The expression emancipation of each con- 
scious entity means the emancipation of all the conscious entities in- 
dividually. That proceeding for that is conveyed through the 
expression for the liberation of each of the conscious entity. The 
sense is that for the purpose of removing (fulfilling) the desire of the 
power attached to all the conscious entities separately. The evolution 
is meant for other appearing (as if) it is meant for the (cosmic mat- 
ter) itself. It is through the relation of effect and cause . 3 The effects 
like word are related to the senses as their objects; hence the crea- 
tion is as if for themselves. The greediness of the senses which have 
not attained their objects, inferred through the change in their loca- 
tion is as if for their own sake. Similar is the case with becoming the 
gate of the objects in case of raising doubt, ideation and determina- 
tion; similar is the case of becoming the object of the activity in case 
of mind, etc. Similar is the case with the merging of their activity by 
mind and egoism into intellect; intellect’s attaining the state of calm, 
terbulent and deluding as also the agency of determination; similarly, 
becoming mutually helpful in case of Sattva, Rajas and Tamas which 
have the characteristic features of light, activity and restraning 
respectively. It is in fact not meant for their own sake (i.e. for agent) 
because all are non-sentient in nature. On the contrary, the commen- 
cement of the activity is (actually) meant for other; because of their 
being composite in nature . 4 

(Multiplicity of the cosmic matter refuted) 
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?Rr ^Tf?H I 

jrfa'IMWtfVH Mtfd iitai^i 

Mfo I dRl^dl ^ ^NIHIm fH^friRfd «i l94HI<iT *IRct i 


Opponent : The statement that the commencement of activity is 
meant for the liberation of each conscious entity is wrong; be- 
cause there is difference of opinion amongst the authorities. 
The cosmic matter attached with each conscious entity forms 
the objects like body, etc. (for that conscious entity). Out of 
them, when the magnanimous body starts functioning, the 
others also do so. And, when that stops activity, they also stop 
functioning-thus believes the Samkhya authority Paurika. 
Then, without refuting it how can it be accepted that the cos- 
mic matter is one. 


WJTrcTJffit I ^ dMtfcMSRT TR i JRHHIHdl- 

PsRRlH I fWT MiUPdR RfM I 3 TF<na % JIRTR^ 

ftfw 1 ftR i 3mRRid«^<iH jrhmt 

■IR I d«KRHR<*<*HH»$<WH. I MftfHdfMfd MR, <lftfM WRpTfir 
3^WTT^ I TRiTfq JIM: I W ^ I ft ^ 

3H4W|SHi'lld.l ^tfRTt ^dRlK^IlkrdRI ddlRfMdKR- 

W{ I JlfiRRttR JRFNfR^ JTCHTSMW Mfil I 'iftfWRk^R'TRT’^T- 
t WKRMR+cMHH«J+!IR I MS JRT^Rifa I dWKRtfc JlfflRM JRHRtfa I 
RMR?RtTJRRJ^rnfM^T M^PdldfaRdl fd’ffilfTcM ^Tr- ^T, 3rfir?T- 
1 W %^IHt RuRlVN^ir<;d>d'<l5Ho(^^A=(^IHrM SltMT- 
R TOHI^WfrlMR*'l:,4quil<l. I dWq'ff Urd^ir^MlyTsf^Rd Jl^fil: 
JRcfa?f<T II II 

Proponent : No, there is no proof (for it). It cannot be decided so 
through perception, because all the cosmic matters are beyond 
the reach of the senses. Nor is there some undoubtless probans. 
We have not accepted the person stating like this as reliable 
and hence we believe that it is not so . 5 Moreover, the purpose 
can be fulfilled with one (cosmic matter) only. Since it is not 
limited in magnitude, the single conscious entity only is enough 
to produce the bodies for all the conscious entities. Therefore, 
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the postulation of some other serves no purpose. If it is argued 
that since the cosmic matter is limited in magnitude, it may be 
like this : if it is said, that the cosmic matter is limited in mag- 
nitude. It is not so because it would involve the undesirable 
contingency of its complete destruction. In this way also arises 
the undesirable contingency of the destruction of that as in the 
case of the milk . 6 Similarly, there arises the undesirable contin- 
gency of the complete destruciton of the world. Moreover, it 
involves the undesirable contingency of infinite regress. (Also) 
because a single yogi or Isvara attains many bodies through 
will, which becomes unjustifiable due to the finite nature of the 
cosmic matter. Or, if the cosmic matter is supposed to be dif- 
ferent in case of each body, there arises the undesirable contin- 
gency of (the number of) cosmic matter. Since it is accepted as 
the cause of the body which is limited in magnitude, the pos- 
tulation of some other cosmic matter serves no purpose. And, 
hence, this cosmic matter is one only. Therefore, it is wrong 
that the cosmic matters are different in case of conscious entity. 
As regards the statement that the others start functioning when 
the cosmic matter attached with the principal conscious entity 
starts functioning and when that ceases to funcion, the others 
also cease, we say: no, because there is no superiority. Just as 
the souls cannot activate each other due to the lack of supe- 
riority amongst them, in the same of these way, (cosmic mat- 
ters) also. Or, if the superiority exists (in cosmic matters), there 
will arise the undesirable contingency of the un-justification (of 
acceptance of cosmic matter) because of the dissimilarity. 
Therefore, that only a single cosmic matter proceeds to act for 
the purpose of liberating each conscious entity, is right. 
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1. The expression brought about by cosmic matter implies : 

(i) the existence of cosmic matter, (ii) causality of cosmic mat- 
ter, (iii) refutation of the other causes like atoms postulated by 
other systematists. 

2. The sense is that the cosmic matter always goes on doing the ac- 
tivity. It is inferred through the bodies always produced from 
the cosmic matter. 

3. I.e., the cosmic matter fulfills the purpose of the conscious en- 
tity by creating the bodies. 

4. The sense is that a composite is necessarily meant for some 
non-composite. Cf. Karika 14. 

5. It wards off the possibility of the third means of knowledge, viz., 
verbal testimony. 

6. If it is admitted that many cosmic matter act for the fulfilment 
of the purpose assigned to them separately, the cosmic matter 
would be limited in magnitude and consequently non-eternal. It 
is justified through an analogy. Milk is limited in nature and 
comes separately from many cows for individual calves and is 
destructible. The same would be the case if the cosmic matters 
are considered to be many. 
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(Activity of the non-sentient cosmic matter) 

3TT?, d^MPd^d^K I T5T4$<HWi J^frR^BT I 

M$PdWI 3Tgf^f H'jfddPlMild I «T^(1% ^4d«i df$ 
I dd UPd^Pd^ IdH 9#: M^RlRRl Hd<dd>fHPd I 
Opponent : There arises the impossibility of that (activity of cosmic 
matter) because it is non-sentient in nature. The activity is not 
observed in case of the non-sentient objects like pot. If the cos- 
mic matter is also non-sentient, the activity for the object of the 
conscious entity is not possible in case of it also. If the activity is 
there, it (cosmic matter) would be sentient. Then, the state- 
ment that the cosmic matter acts for the purpose of liberating 
every conscious entity becomes wrong. 

*1811 I 

rTSTnr^frT: TOFTPI II ^ II 

I d dTF? *dTd;i Sl^K^PCd % Wl «|W|^di. fa 
d^Pd^ Jnffa:, 3T*T }fd ? <IWl$<l*<uj *n«Td*TdgTFftft I T*fl- 
I ? dddl^SdldT^ d?tf% «TTdR[ I dd dlftd d 

Sited JT^fddddRTT I ddliPw ddW<»|i*ll I *rfd ddfa d*d ddfrl- 

I dSdT dt Ji-dd>K'M I *T ^Tiddl^ll Vv djd d1<*4d. 1 

dWr>ll^ii<l^u|y|«ZT?5rft)fd | 

Proponent : No, because of the justification through an example. As 
there is the activity (of flowing) in the non-sentient milk for the 
growth of a calf so is the activity of the cosmic matter for the 
liberation of the conscious entity. 
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YuktidTpika 


As the insentient milk acts (i.e. flows) for the purpose of the 
growth of the calf, so the cosmic matter also acts for the purpose of 
the liberation of the conscious entity. And, it would not come to be 
sentient also. If it is argued that it is wrong because it is still to be 
proved, it may be like this : It is still to be proved whether the activity 
(of flowing) in case of milk is for the purpose of the growth of calf or 
not. Therefore, the example is wrong because it is still to be proved. 
This is also wrong. Why? Because it (i.e. flowing of milk) is absent in 
the absence of that (purpose) and it is present in the presence of 
that. Wherever the growth of the calf is not present, the activity (of 
flowing) of the milk is not observed. And it is observed wherever the 
earlier exists. If it is observed in the presence of this (purpose), the 
activity is observed to be meant for this (purpose), just as the activity 
of a potter with reference to a pot. This kind of purpose is meant by 
us when we say that it is meant for that. Therefore, the example is not 
yet to be proved . * 1 

(Evolution does not contradict the theory of SatkHrya) 

%r, i f? 

yRrWrHoii^ l^«WfVi<fV ^ HlWJrfVaWi ? 

I d*HW I 


If it is argued that it would contradict the theory of pre- 
existence of the effect in the cause because of the statement of its 
(earlier) non-existence. We reply No, because that (production) is 
synonym of the manifestation. Through the authority of the scrip- 
tures and the worldly behaviour (we maintain that) that (production) 
is synonym of manifestation. The scripture also declares that the in- 
tellect is only existent which means that it is only in manifest form. In 
the worldly usage also it is stated that ‘there is no water in this weir. 
It is not that the water is not there anywhere in the well, (the fact is 
that) it is not manifest. Therefore, it does not involve the contradic- 
tion with the theory of the prior existence of the effect in the cause. 

(God does not inspire for the activity) 
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^WTT 

I 

It it is argued that the case is not proved because the cosmic 
matter is inspired to act by the unseen factor like virute, vice, etc., the 
case may be like this. The milk fows when inspired by virtue and vice 
and not the growth of the calf. 

That is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it involves the similar defect . Virtue and vice which are 
*ion-sentient in nature inspire the milk to flow at the time of growth 
and cease to do so when the (purpose of) growth is over. Therefore, 
even in this postulation, there arises the same defect . 2 If it is ar- 
gued that it (flowing of milk) is due to the inspiration of God, the 
case may be like this. The God causes the milk to flow for the calf 
and the milk does not flow itself. That is also wrong. 

Why? 

Because it is (already) refuted. The act in God is already 
negated (by us). Therefore, it is also wrong. If this is the case, the ex- 
ample stands (unrefuted). The followers of Varsaganya put forth this 
example (in this context). Just as there is the activity in the non-sen- 
tient bodies of man and woman towards each other, similarly (there 
is the activity) in the case of non-sentient cosmic matter. 

an?, 3 

? 

Opponent : How is it known that the conscious entity is related with 

the manifest which originates for that and not merely through 

vicinity, as in the case of a mendicant 3 . 




WT: 




Proponent : No, because it involves the undesirable contingency * of ab- 
sence of liberation. In the case of one who admits the ex- 
perience of the conscious entity merely through vicinity there 
arises the undesirable contingency of absence of liberation be- 
cause the vicinity is eternal (always). Therefore, it is wrong. 


(Activity towards the one not causing it) 
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3W<fft<TK Jfft «w4d>KUIHi ^ 3UM<Jf4dl 

f^Tfrat ^ t 5lft JPjft: I T^qU^RIT +l4«K<J|nj 5^: I 

wwfowft cf 7TRT M4Ru^^d<^<1 T^Ii^lPd+H I ft tfUwiiJM*!- 


ftrars*i ^ cf Mft i 

fft II <AV9 II 



If it is argued that it is wrong to admit the activity of the causes 
(to bring out an effect) towards the one who does not instigate? It 
may be like this. The mendicant is not an instigator of the harvest 
etc., hence the harvest does not grow for him. Similarly, the con- 
scious entity is also not an instigator of the act. (But) it is non-con- 
clusive to say that it is wrong that the activity of those is meant for 
him. The calf is not the instigator of the activity of milk but still the 
flowing of the milk is there for him. Therefore, it is right to say that 
the activity of cosmic matter is for the liberation of the conscious en- 
tity, and it does not involve the undesirable contingency of (admit- 
ting) the sentient of the cosmic matter. 


KARIKA 57 


1. The argument has met severe criticism at the hands of other 

systems specially the Advaita vedanta. The interpretation of 
purpose offered by the Yuktidipika minimizes the force of the 
criticism. It is true to say with the critics that the milk is ob- 
served to come out of cow’s udders even after the death of the 
calf leading to admit that the purpose of calf does not inspire 
the flow of the milk of the cow. Similarly, the purpose of the 
conscious entity also does not inspire the cosmic matter to 
evolve. The Yukticfipika gives a clue to interpret the argument 
as everything in the universe is designed naturally and the pur- 
pose of others is served thereby. Just as milk comes out of the 
udder of the cow naturally and the nourishment of the calf takes 
place. If such a purpose is not admitted, the objects of the 
universe become purposeless. ^ 

2. The sense is that in this case also activity would be inspired by 
non-sentient only. 

3. What the objector means is that the conscious entity should be 
considered to come in contact with anybody and not with the 
one specially prepared for it just as the mendicant gets any food 
not specially prepared for him. 


KARIKA 58 


ftfwi 


(Activity is natural in cosmic matter) 

m, t, arafRiwmi; i vfc gv&^iqt h^Ri^h 

T: I 3t«r %ic(^ JPTR T d^Iw <R«lf ^frT- 


Opponent : No, because it involves the undesirable contingency of ab- 
sence of initial activity. If the initial activity of cosmic matter is 
meant for the isolation of conscious entity, in that case the 
isolation is already accomplished in the absence of that (ac- 
tivity) and, hence, arises the undesirable contingency of the ab- 
sence of initial activity. When the cosmic matter starts its initial 
activity. When the conscious entity is in the state of isolation, its 
initial activity is not meant for that (isolation) of the conscious 
entity. 


WPTRT5^rOTT«lf J^frT:l 3T«T 


Proponent : AS THE WORLDLY MAN BEGINS ACTIVITY TO 
SATISFY THE DESIRE, IN THE SAME WAY THE COS- 
MIC MATTER STARTS ITS ACTIVITY FOR THE EMAN- 
CIPATION OF THE CONSCIOUS ENTITY. 


It is already stated earlier that there is the desire for mutual 
contact in cosmic matter and conscious entity since they are respec- 
tively posessed of the power of being an object of enjoyment and the 
agent of enjoyment, and because both will be meaningless in the 
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absence of the other. In the worldly life also it is observed that the 
activity for the purpose of satisfying the desire is meant for its cessa- 
tion only; similarly, the activity of the cosmic matter is also meant for 
its cessation only. If it is argued that cosmic matter starts the activity 
for the satisfaction of the desire due to the power of the object of ex- 
perience and the agent of experience, there would arise the un- 
desirable contingency of non-proceeding to the activity towards the 
other conscious entities when it has fulfilled its purpose in one case 
(i.e. has proceeded for activity for consciouss entity), it may be like 
this. The cosmic matter would desist from the activity after showing 
itself to one conscious entity and in this way there will result the satis- 
faction of the desire of the power of being the object to be enjoyed 
and that of being an agent of enjoyment. 1 


KARIKA 58 


1. It explains that the cause of initial activity is the inherent nature 
of cosmic matter to evolve, while the cessation of it is caused by 
the fulfilment of the purpose of conscious entity. 


KARIKA 59 


(Cosmic matter desists from activity after rise of knowledge) 

— 

4^lf<J <ylRfcc|| WT 

IJWW <T2JTSSr*TR 5^1^ Sfifa: II ^ II 

nnic|uta»iicifa*HHi Srmf&Rt Ararat wi i 

^TTS (RnT^RT >iffllii><<i^q>;j«<M*lf I ^ ^T-S? opfa^ •JT1I^I<I U I 5<flci- 

<+Wl5i fdq44 ? ? 3|<£dl4<^l<l I ^ «4^«'d u ii <+l4<^k lJ m- 

+H^Hl<ii<Wddi pRT^T^fNOTHf JpfrlT 5|ffrl: 35*l*Uw H^ujlc^rd^dl 

5pn«if wc[? ^wichh n^Rlfa^rd j 3 ^^— 

It is also not correct to say that there is no activity at all. 

Why? 

Because of the force of the other example. 

What is that like? 

Just as a female dancer having shown (her dance) to the spec - 
t a tors (stage) desists from dancing the cosmic matter desists from ac- 
ting after showing herself to the sentient entity. 

The stage is the group of people desirous of seeing (the dance), 
are of various castes, nature and knowledge (intellectual develop- 
ment). The act of gratifying that i.e. the act of dancing by the dancer 
is meant for many persons. If someone asks here why does it (danc- 
ing girl) not desist (from dancing) when it is seen by the teacher of 
dance or the other actors or the newsmongers? 

How is it? 

Because it has not fulfilled her purpose. Similarly, how can the 
cosmic matter be contented after satisfying the desire of a single con- 
scious entity when it starts its activity for the purpose of satisfying 
the desire of many person through the cause-effect relation? 
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Therefore, the desisting from the activity is not justified after 
showing itself to a single conscious entity (in case of cosmic matter). 
And here 1 


KARIKA 59 


1. Some portion of the text is lost here. 


KARIKA 64 


(Rise of true knowledge) 

35?: 1 pmt fwmwfr % 

94=1^11^41 4<4><rHirVMI’llMq«Nl€ % ^ 5^- 

<PT: I d^4 <MHIH«tl*UlM*H«il ^1: 3?: JWMi[ H+fmujRHdlfcHW 


3TT3^:3rf^T^M^IT^ 

anfaq&n^ 

H->^4ld4liWI5R«ilH4uil pT3%: *TRT 34 
lW^l^ir^dW3kd^Wliyr'<''NHrdM0d 

(cj^3<4 jimhJI v* 11 


The conscious entity is the witness of the effect, instrument of 
activity and the acts. Therefore, the elemental objects like head, 
hands, etc., and the products of egoism like the ears etc., and the 
organ of speech, etc., and also the doubt, I-notion and determina- 
tion- are not myself since their nature is opposite. Nor am I the eight 
causes (modificants). Through the repeated practice in this way in 
case of self-controlled aspirant who concentrates on the practice of 
(pondering over) the categories (or Truth), about the egoistic sense 
through the negation of identity with the imaginary objects (following 
is the result): 

The complete (knowledge arises that) / a/7i not , nothing is mine, 

not-l 


And due to the cognition of the opposite nature (of the 
categories) right from the cosmic matter. 

On account of absence of Error. 

Due to the cessation of the states of ignorance of five kinds (lit. 
flowing in five streams), there arises undisturbed, eternal, contradic- 
tory to the adherence to all the mental dispositions, without doubt 
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non-perverted knowledge of the intellect in which virtue, etc,, have 
increased, 

arises pure and absolute knowledge. 

(Difference between pure and absolute) 

Opponent : The pure is itself the absolute, 1 one of them should not 
be mentioned because there is no difference in meaning. 
Whatever is pure, is absolute and, hence, because of the non- 
difference in meaning it was possible not to mention the one of 
the two. 


Proponent : Because it is the cause of dispelling the form of the other 
constituents (than Sattva). It is pure which is so due to non- 
accompainment of Rajas and Tamas, and is absolute, devoid of 
doubt and perversion and is extraordinary (or quite a new) 
knowledge of soul. 


(The body is not destroyed first after attaining knowledge. . .) 


Opponent : It comes to imply the destruction of the body at the rise 
of that kantea the result of ignorance." 


KARIKA 64 

1. The sense is that the pure knowledge would be devoid of any 
kind of mistake while the absolute also means the same. 

2. Some portion of the text after it which also perhaps contained 
the commentary on Karika 65 and 66, is lost. 


KARIKA 67 


$l(U*{ I ^iRTOff I 


OT^TW<UI«I^ I 



E II II 


H d'N'c^T^IH I 

3|<J»dl4^'K y*TR TO f<FTO4 TOT fR-WW I 



ftPTT TOFT W: I ^UTO[ I TO TOVTO TO*fc[ I fTO^ ^ ^F- 

'W>KI^<I* 1 M Pl 0 !^ T ^ cKl Pi<jtiIhRi 

^frof w!tt TO^RisfspT^ sfro i ^ to 




II *V9 II 


Proponent : The body is the result of ignorance. 1 . Hence, the 


aspirant is the knower of the distinction. Wljen virtue and the 
rest cease to be the cause , , the knower (of discrimination) remains 
invested with the body due to the past impression (impulse) just 
as the revolving of the potter's wheel through the earlier momen- 
tum (or impulse). 

The virtue, etc., acquired in earlier life (body) do not serve as 
the cause. Intellect 2 . . . . (The virtue, etc.,) are located in the intellect 
as they have not served their purpose. The intellect is , however, the 
cosmic matter itself, then the person invested with the discriminative 
knowledge remains (embodied) due to tho force of past impression 
(impulse ). 3 

What is the example here? 

He remains with the body like the revolving of potter's wheel. It is 
like this. The revolving of the potter’s wheel is the act capable of 
(meant for) producing the pot, etc., caused by the stick which has 
come to be an object of the effort of the potter. Similar to the 
potter’s wheel means ‘like that’. The revolving of the wheel is meant 
for (the production of the) pot. It (the revolving) does not come to 
an end even when the pot is produced on account of the past 
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momentum or impulse. Nor does it subsist after the impression of 
past momentum is over. Similarly, the body meant for the rise of right 
knowledge exists even when the right knowledge is acquired on ac- 
count of the past impressions. Nor does it subsist after the past im- 
pressions are over. 


tCARIKA 67 

1. The author introduces the problem as to why the body does not 
perish just after the attainment of knowledge. 

2. Some part of the text is lost here. 

3. The cause of further birth is over but the liberated person 
remains embodied. 


KARIKA 68 


(Merging of the objects into cosmic matter) 
*i(Uw ^:,3RT: 

3n^ 


| ijjfraqcl: ¥l(l<k«mi: 

TT d-MMlfai 3i£ c M<) I 

^r d'^i'^^f w^Tgcqsri 3* to Jmm M^Rra i WHH^^f- 



When the dispositions come to an end, the body caused by 
them is separated ( from the conscious entity), then : 

After attaining the separation from the body. 

The virtue and vice which have fulfilled their purpose get 
merged into the intellect the parts of the material elements which 
cause the formation of the body (get merged) in all the gross ele- 
ments, the gross elements into the subtle elements, the senses and 
the subtle element into egoism , egoism , intellect into the unmanifest 
(cosmic matter),. This series of elements is produced from the cos- 
mic matter for that purpos and gets merged again into the cosmic 
matter when that (purpose) is over. 1 The cosmic matter also 
produced the body in different series of births for the conscion entity 
for that purpose only. And, that purpose is fulfilled ; therefore. 


(Attainment of liberation) 


3m: 





1156 II 


°4I<<W: 1 WIT ¥?t 

pWWR TJWiWt jrfWR: I WWT 
HWRT^lf^t Hrfr I W 5 * n?TOT 
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-tlld-Mf-d I ^ FTlf<f<T I 

JE1^4t««n*i WIW^ clt^TW^K 3fRFfal IIS^ II 

When the cosmic matter ceases to act because the purpose is ful- 
filled. 

Then (the conscion entity attains liberation) is felt by the one 
mfao has got over the senses, subtle, present everywhere, praiseworty 
commended) non-created, pure, non-destructible and complete: 

(The conscion entity) attains liberation which is both eternal and 

final . 

This state has been explained by the buddhists as the liberation 
in the form of nirvana in which no conditoin for attribute exists. 
4N)ve this is the Brahman eternal, pure and devoid of fear. 2 Here is 
the re-merger of all the attributed of the conscion entity. After 
sttaining this and after getting devoid of attachment and aversion 
which took place for a begininglcss time one is liberated from all 
troubles (or efforts), and bindings. For this the Brahmans after 
abandoning the relation with all dear ones, , son, wife, and weath exert 
their bodies in the forests engaging themselves in the service of the 
preceptor. How may there arise the eternal and final isolation — 
with this the preceptor concluded the sastra with which he started it. 3 


KARIKA 68 

1. The process of merging back is opposite to that of evolution. 

2. This is the sign of influence of upanisadic philosophy on 
Samkhya. In strict Samkhya terminology Brahman may be inter- 
preted as the creative aspect of the cosmic matter. 

3. With this the doctrinal part of the bood comes to an end. 


KARIKA 69 

(Purpose of the Samkhya philosophy) 



Opponent : For what purpose and by whom was this sastra related in 
the Beginning. 

foR^firfcf — 


i 

Proponent : As to the question for what purpose (was this sastra re- 
lated) - 


FOR THE OBJECT OF HUMAN L1FE1 WAS THIS... 


How can there be the liberation of the beings who fall pray of 
the past impressions due to their ignorance — for this purpose the 
Sastra is related. 

(Kapila expounded theSamkhya system) 


yi I TT^Sfwr POTTO: I 

d>PM<rl^PHI WlWd^. I 

As to the question by whom, the reply is: The secret (/astra) was 
expounded by the great seer 


Secret means ‘not to be disclosed’. The secret taught by the 
men who are not disciplined and not engaged in social restrictions 
and personal restrictions etc., are not worth studying even if there is 
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some respect for them. The greatest seer Kapila possessed of a body 
with natural virtue, knowledge, detachment and lordly powers is the 
first-born in the world. (It is) expounded by that Muni Kapila. The 
term expounded means expounded in a right manner-it is because of 
his capability of expounding the stream of learning practised for a 
long time. 


(Secrecy of the subject matter) 

It may be asked how is it secret. To this the reply is: how can 
this Veda (source of learning) not be a secret? 

(Contents of the Samikhya philosophy) 


^TRT^II ^ 11 

elf H+44^irHc^ir<: I 

1 w^rr'ratTTj— 

y«IMW I 


5^) I 3?«raiMe|- 





stthrt fWdUdifHrd 1 ^ 


(Where) by Sanaka Sanatana, Sanandana, Sanatkumara, etc., 
who were born in the beginning of the world, with regard to mortals: 

The origin, duration and dissolution of the objects is considered. 

Out of them duration (is considered) through the mention of 
form, activity and result; origination (is considered) through ‘from 
the cosmic matter arises intellect, etc.’, the dissolution is also 
(taught) from the statements as because of the non-difference of the 
world. The duration and origination are caused by non-satisfaction of 
the desire of the cosmic matter and the conscious entity because the 
^ower of experiencing and the power of being experienced mutually 
require each other. It is stated also. 
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For the perception of (the cosmic matter by) the conscious en- 
tity, and for cosmic matter’s purpose of the isolation (of the con- 
scious entity) takes place the contact of the two like that of the lame 
and the blind. The creation is caused by that .(k. 21). 

Dissolution (is considered) as ‘after getting separated from the 
body, when the cosmic matter ceases to act because the purpose is 
fulfilled’, etc. Or duration (is taught) through negating the momen- 
tariness because it does not meet destruction at the other time; be- 
cause the production is the modification (of the material cause) 
because that which did not exist is not produced and because there is 
no possibility of a sudden production (i.e. without a cause). The dis- 
solution also (is taught) with regard to the manifest objects which are 
produced and are lihble to that by nature with some other efficient 
cause. And thus, the intellect, etc., are also included (considered). 


nRc^i: I ^ ? 

Opponent : Then, the conscious entity, etc., are left out. How then 
the word object (in the Karika) holds good? 


I I TToRfa 

I I lT«rfcf 


Proponent : This is to negate the falsity of the objects. The sustenance, 
etc., are said with reference to all the objects which are not 
false because the fresh (production) and absolute (destruction) 
are commonly negated. 


In this case also, the production and dissolution also become ap- 
plicable to conscious entity, etc., also. 

What is the reason? 


Because it is common (to all objects) . 

Reply : The characteristic is applicable (only) where it is possible. 
Hence, in case of conscious entity, etc., there is merely the sus- 
tenance. In case of others, however, there are all- sustenance, 
production and dissolution-it is what we understand. 


1. This refers to the highest end of life, viz., liberation. 
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(Kapila related the sastra to Asuri) 



Opponent : To whom was this sastra related by the great seer? 


- 


cf? Rfa? I 3p*i I Tf^Ri-<RlP'r 


Proponent : THE MUNI IMPARTED THROUGH COMPASSION 
THIS SUPREME AND SACRED SASTRA TO ASURI. 


It is sacred because it purifies. It is supreme because it is 
capable of destroying all the miseries. The other pure (or purif ying) 
things like the recitation of particular group of mantras known as 
aghamarsana and flowing Ganges, etc., wash away the sin partly 
only. Therefore, the Muni imparted through compassion this 
supreme sastra to Asuri. 

(Compassion made Kapila to relate the sastra to Asuri) 


info i dwifi'J-'^ifsRWRcrd. nRfoid+WKi- 
Jdl^PH^R 5T?fo=lf<T I 


Opponent : This imparting is wi lout some cause, because 
ther6 is no possibility of virtue, etc., as the cause. The imparting of 
this sastra by the seer for the purpose of virtue is not possible be- 
cause there is no attachment to the fruit of the act. It is not for wealth 
and the gratification of desires for it would involve the undesirable 
contingency of absence of efforts (exertion) on the part of the dis- 
ciples. It is not for the purpose of liberation because that is at- 
tained by the innate knowledge itself. Therefore, because of the 
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impossibility, of some object other than these, through remainder it 
is (the conclusion) that the author imparted this treasure of sastra 
without some cause (or purpose). 




iRrenjftPr ww^iRuiii^iHrM ^<wwwR:>i'Uiwre*n- 

I 



Proponent : It is not without some cause. On the contrary, he im- 
parted it through compassion. After coming into contact with 
Asuri who was tormented by bodily, extrinsic and divine 
miseries and due to his on capability of imparting knowledge, 
and thus due to the association of the cause and effect, after 


knowing the presence of the miseries as also the qualities of the 
disciple, thinking how can there be equilibrium in midst of 
pleasuers and miseries due to the occurrence of knowledge in 
case of Asuri and of others through him as it happened in his 
own case,-- through this type of compassion the lord great 
seer imparted the sastra. 

(Asuri related the sastra to Pancasikha) 


argfhfi 

$H'R]q 'T 1 ^- 

nodfriyi-y 

rRT^II V9o || 

WTWcTH. I 3^3 

n vs 0 11 

As the great seer imparted it to Asuri, in the same way: 


ASURI ALSO 


to the tenth son lord: 
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PANCASIKHA 

AND BY HIM THE PHILOSOPHY WAS VARIOUSLY EXPLAINED, 

It was explained to many like Janaka and Vasista. Since the 
sastra enhanced further from the lord, its heritage unlike other 
sastras connot be stated even in thousands of years. 


KARIKA 70 


1. If this would have been the purpose of the teacher, the teacher 
would have approached some disciples and the latter would not 
have taken the trouble of approaching and requesting the 
teacher. 


KARIKA 72 


Wlt <J»rHW Mfeidislftl II 

aiNsUlRkhllcKfedl: M k^RmiS I fa II ^ II 

HKN'J|H^H^^IM^|AHM'irdrV{NI?: JTVRJ^WT: Wlf : T 7ft- 

’i^diafafaKia HJirwiaw: ^^ercr ^gtt arnfapfacra;- 

ffafa »l'|cKl«(tJ>aJlH ^l4w^Hfd^M'JirH , i u mkHrdHI WParff^PfraFPfa 
5RF1W4 d4i^ll f^K: ^T: 1 1 ^TFT 1 

-dMHWlRl II V9* II 


3|T?^ — 

$fa «<fammi4 $<$ifanum$l I 

yebifvi^ *i4w «ii4di ^frt^fasn n 

4*|><ilfa«l<II t^lfa SfTCtft MH^RluTl Hfaidtf fcHWrl I 
$¥ll^l*lfazifa<it fiwnfa <*)^«J|di facll<M^fa: II 
•WPd fl«dS ^T: W¥lfrt>dl djMU^IWf^l 

^M^nWiW: WU fatMUlli^MMMMdl^ll 




It is stated also : 


WHATEVER TOPICS ARE IN THIS TEXT OF SEVENTY VERSES, 
THEY ARE THE TOPICS OF THE SASTITANTRA, EXCLUDING 
THE NARRATIVES AND WITHOUT THE (DISCUSSION OF ) 
THEORIES OF OTHERS. 
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In the case of one who does not like volumenousness and 
brevity of the work written in the aphorism style by the earlier 

authorities, the descriptions of the social stories this may have 

given rise to the indifference. Due to the short span of life, tint is not 
properly expounded (known) only through the text, not to speak of 
hearing and practising it. The learning becomes well used or 
employed in four ways; at the time of composition of the .raditional 
work, at the time of study and at the time of practising it. There, the 
whole span of life would be consumed at the time of composition of 
the sacred work and as such there would arise the pu/poselessness of 
the scripture. Hence, in order that there may be the capability of ac- 
quiring, retaining and practising it quickly even in case of dull-intel- 
lected also, having altogether surpassed the sentences put in the 
midst of the narration of the stories in the Sastitantra for the compas- 
sion towards the disciples: 

BY ISVARAKRSNA IN THESE VERSES IN ARYA METRE 

Through this treatise containing seventy verses 

WAS SUMMARISED BY THAT NOBLE MINDED (SAGE) 

Who engaged in the welfare of all the beings 

AFTER DULY KNOWING THE THEORY (OF THE SAMKHYA) 

Somehow he summarised in seventy of the aryas the theory of 
the Samkhya contained in that (Sastitantra) which is a science of 
right theories, entirely and in its essentials which is worth explaining 
in the many hundreds and thousands of the texts. 


KARIKA 71 


(Authors between Panca£ikha and Isvarakrsna) 


In brief this sastra (is handed over to us) through Hanta, 

Vaddhali, Kairat, Paurika, Arsbhesvara, Pancadhi karesna, Patanjali, 
Varsaganya, Kaundinya, Muka, etc. (thus): 


THROUGH THE TRADITION OF PUPILS WAS THIS SASTRA, 
THE SASTRA IS HELPFUL AND COME THROUGH IS- 
VARAKRSNA ALSO HANDED DOWN TO US 


(Purpose of the SAMKHYAKARIKA) 

| ^SRT trsf 1 

RTC ^T ; 9I=(U|m41ttT«IF[ I 3TT? rf— HcfcitfShUI ^T^tR 

WMiW+lelH h 4)'I«*>I^H ^ I R? ^lWTiT^d^T^: ^^5 

wftn 


T$q ^TrPT WIW? 


II \3* II 
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Since the categories like cosmic matter, conscious entity etc., 
are accepted, taught and praised by the authorities, like Naraya^a, 
Manu, Janaka, Va^ista, Dvaimpayana, to adopt the noble path 
through the good fortune through the result of the natural lordly 
powers, thought was given by I^varakrsna whose intellect is efficient 
in describing the nature of the categories with a view to logic putting 
forth threefold means of knowledge in accordance with the sacred 
work duly propounded by the great seer, etc. There is no trace of 
fault in this which is like the lamp of pure gold. 

It is stated also: 

The light- like knowledge coming down from the moom-like- 
seers to remove the darkness-like-ignorance is covered by the black 
clouds (or dirty water of holy places). Therefore, the Yukidipika 
(illuminator of reasoning), remover of the darkness of perverted at- 
titude and illuminator of the world, should be adopted by the gentle 
men without any hesitation. 

The speech of a wise man even clear in meaning and sweet 
does not shine with a mischievous man; the lusture of the sun even 
pragnent with fire loses its heat when winter approaches all around. 
Since the noble persons raise the slightest virtues of others to height 
with their capability, this effort of mine may be able to receive merely 
the favour of its being considered by the noble persons. 

Here ends the eleventh discourse and the fourth chapter of the 
Yuktidipika a commentary on the Samkhykarika. 

This is the work of Sri Vacaspatimisra (?) 




















